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Senate  of  the  United  States, 

May  17,  1911. 
Resolved  hy  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Representatives  con- 
eurring).  That  there  be  printed  and  bound  three  thousand 
copies  of  the  Federal  Anti-Trust  Decisions,  eighteen  hundred 
and  ninety  to  nineteen  hundred  and  eleven,  to  be  compiled  by 
the  direction  of  the  Department  of  Justice,  one  thousand 
copies  for  the  use  of  the  Senate  and  two  thousand  copies  for 
the  use  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Attest: 

Charles  G.  Bennett,  Secretary^ 
By  Henry  H.  GiLFRr,  Chief  Clerk. 
Attest: 

South:  Trimble,  Clerk, 

APR  r,4  1914 
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1890-1899. 


18981    UNITED   STATES   v.  JELLICO  MOUNTAIN 
COKE  &  COAL  CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Glrcnlt  Coxat,  M.  D.  Tennessee.    October  13,  1890.) 
[43  Fed.,  8d8.] 

Pbeximinabt  Injunctions — ^Iixjigal  Ck)MBiNATioNB. — ^Where  the  ma 
terial  allegations  of  a  bill  filed  by  the  United  States  against,  various 
coal  companies,  imder  Act  Ck)ng.  July  %  1890,  to  enjoin  their  combi- 
nation in  restraint  of  trade,  are  denied  by  defendants'  aflidayits,  f\ 
preliminary  injunction  will  not  be  granted,  as  plaintiff  glyes  no 
indemnifying  bond  in  case  the  injunction  should  be  dissolved.^ 

In  Equity. 

This  case  arose  on  a  bill  iBled  by  the  United  States  under 
the  act  of  congress  approved  July  2,  1890,  entitled  "An  act 
to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraint^: 
and  monopolies."  All  the  coal  companies  doing  business  ir) 
the  city  of  Nashville,  as  members  of  the  coal  exchange,  were 
made  parties  defendant.  On  the  preliminary  hearing  :: 
t^nporary  injunction  was  refused. 

W.  H.  H.  Miller,  Atty.  Gen.,  Wm.  H.  Taft,  Acting  Atty. 
Oen.,  and  John  Buhm,  U.  S.  Atty. 

o  See  also  page  9  (46  Fed.,  432). 

>  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1891,  by  West  Publishing  Go. 
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Syllabus. 

G.  N.  TiUman  and  W.  L.  Granberyj  for  defendants. 

Hammond,  J. 

This  is  an  application  for  a  preliminary  injunction  only, 
and  it  appears  to  the  court  better  to  await  the  hearing,  and 
determine  upon  plenary  proof  of  the  exact  facts  those  grave 
questions  which  have  been  suggested,  than  to  decide  them 
now  upon  the  bare  statements  of  the  bill  which  are  so  general 
in  their  character,  and  quite  too  barren  of  any  averments 
of  specific  facts  to  enable  the  court  to  determine  whether  the 
general  conclusions  of  fact  averred  are  true,  particularly  in 
view  of  the  affidavits  of  defendants  denying  some  of  the  most 
important  of  them ;  and  in  this  view  it  is  unnecessary  to  hear 
any  counter-affidavits.  The  court  is  the  more  inclined  to 
this  course  since  the  bill  is  not  that  of  a  private  citizen, 
complaining  of  an  injury  to  him,  but  only  by  the  United 
States  [899]  on  behalf  of  the  public,  and  in  pursuance  of  a 
public  policy  of  enforcing  a  recent  act  of  congress  to  prevent 
combinations  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce.  It  is  mani- 
fest that  the  act  is  new,  and  this  a  most  important  appli- 
cation of  it.  It  would  more  injure  the  defendants  to  grant 
this  preliminary  injunction  if,  on  the  hearing,  it  should  turn 
out  tiiat  the  case  does  not  fall  within  the  act,  than  it  would 
injure  the  public  to  withhold  the  injunction  until  ihe  final 
hearing;  and  the  more  since  the  United  States  gives  no  bond 
to  protect  the  defendants  against  that  injury,  as  a  private 
suitor  would  be  compelled  to  do.  When  this  is  the  situation 
of  the  parties  the  rule  is  to  refuse  the  preliminary  injunction, 
and  abide  the  hearing.  The  court  reserves  all  expression  of 
opinion  on  the  subject-matter  of  the  bill  until  that  time,  as 
the  best  for  all  concerned. 


[7211  AMERICAN  BISCUIT  &  MANUF'G  CO.  f>. 
KLOTZ  ET  AL. 

(Gircalt  Court,  B.  D.  Louisiana.    January  S,  1881.) 

[44  Fed.,  721.] 

RxcsiysBS— OoMBinATioNs  TO  RB8TBAIN  TaADB.— Defendant  and  his 
IMirtner  sold  their  bakery  business  to  complainant  corporation,  re- 
eelylng  payment  In  Its  stock,  and  defendant  leased  to  It  the  prem- 
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AMERICAN    BISCUIT  AND   MANFO.  CO.  V.  KLOTZ.  3 

Opinion  of  the  Court 
teB  where  the  hoslness  was  oondncted,  and  contracted  to  carry 
It  on  as  the  purchaaer's  agent,  for  a  salary.  After  operating  under 
this  arrangement  f6r  a  time,  he  repudiated  the  sale,  resumed  pos- 
session under  the  old  firm  name,  and  refused  to  account  to  oom- 
idainant  The  bill  was  brought  to  enjoin  him  from  asserting  a 
hostile  daim,  for  an  accounting,  and  a  receiyer.  Defendant,  and 
his  partner  as  intenrenor,  filed  a  cross-bill  for  rescission  of  the  sale 
for  fraudulent  representations,  and  tendered  back  the  stock.  Com- 
plainant was  practically  a  "trust,"  organised  to  monopolise  the 
business,  and  had  already  secured  control  of  35  leading  bakeries 
in  12  different  states.  Heid  that,  while  a  case  was  made  for  a 
reo^yer,  priding  litigation  between  ordinary  parties,  the  prayer 
would  be  denied,  as  equity  would  not  encourage  a  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade,  and  probably  illegal,  under  Act  Cong.  July  2, 
1890,  "to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints 
and  monopolies,**  and  Act  La.  July  6, 1800,  for  the  same  purpose.* 

In  Equity. 

T.  J.  Semrnes  and  Bayne^  Denegre  dk  Bayne^  tot  com- 
plainant. 

TT.  8.  Benedict  and  Rouse  dk  Orant^  for  defendants. 
Before  Pardee  and  Billings,  JJ. 

Per  Curiam.  This  cause  is  submitted  upon  an  applica- 
tion for  a  receiver.  Some  time  in  May  last,  the  defendant 
Klotz,  and  Fitzpatrick,  his  partner,  composing  the  firm  of 
B.  Klotz  &  Co.,  sold  to  the  complainant  their  biscuit  and 
confectionery  manufactory  for  the  price  of  $259,000,  and  an 
assumption  of  the  debts  of  B.  Klotz  &  Co.,  amounting  to 
$12,000,  which  it  was  understood  and  agreed  should  be  paid 
out  of  the  income  from  the  future  business.  The  visible 
property  was  estimated  to  be  of  the  value  of  $101,000,  and 
the  good-will  of  the  business  to  be  of  the  value  of  $200,000. 
The  price  was  paid  in  stock  of  the  complainant's  corporation. 


10S70*»-8.  Doc.  Ill,  6^1,  vol  1 1* 
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Opinion  of  the  Ck>nrt 

ant  down  to  some  time  in  November^  when  he  repudiated 
the  sale  and  the  lease,  erased  the  name  of  complainant  from 
the  bakery,  as  agent,  transferred  the  policies  of  insurance 
from  the  complainant  to  himself,  as  an  individual,  then  to 
B.  Klotz  &  Co.,  and,  for  and  in  the  name  of  the  late  firm, 
resumed  the  possession  of  all  the  property  he  had  sold  to 
the  complainant,  and  the  conduct  of  the  business  of  the 
bakery  and  the  confectionery  establishment  He  did  this 
without  resort  to  any  legal  proceedings.  He  thereafter 
held  possession  adversely  to  the  complainant,  and  excluded 
it  from  the  bakery.  In  this  state  of  things,  the  complainant 
filed  its  bill  for  an  injunction,  and  for  an  account  and  for 
a  receiver,  against  Klotz  and  W.  A.  Schall,  who  was  alleged 
to  be  co-operating  with  him  in  the  possession  adverse  to 
the  complainant.  Klotz  has  filed  an  answer,  and  he,  together 
with  his  former  partner,  Fitzpatrick,  who  intervened  by 
petition  pro  interesse  suOy  have  filed  a  cross-bill  asking  a 
rescission  of  the  entire  transaction,  i.  e.,  the  sale  and  the 
lease,  and  tendering  the  stock  which  had  been  received  by 
them  as  the  consideration  of  the  sale.  Numerous  exhibits 
and  affidavits  have  been  adduced  by  each  party  upon  this 
hearing.  The  recital  thus  given  shows  that,  in  an  order  in- 
verted from  what  would  be  expected,  we  have  before  us  a 
cause  in  which  a  party  who  has  sold  and  delivered  a  busi- 
ness to  another,  and  become  his  agent,  and,  as  such  agent, 
was  in  possession  of  the  property  sold,  sets  up  a  possession 
adverse  to  his  principal,  asks  for  a  cancellation  of  the  sale, 
and  the  purchaser  and  principal  asks  that  the  agent  shall 
account,  shall  be  enjoined  from  asserting  any  claim  hostile 
to  his  principal, — in  a  word,  for  a  confirmation  of  its  rights 
under  the  purchase. 

The  immediate  question  before  us  is,  what  disposition  shall 
be  made  of  the  res^  the  business  of  the  bakery  and  manufac- 
tory, pending  this  contest?  The  vendor  and  agent  asks  that 
he  be  allowed  to  remain  in  adverse  possession.  The  pur- 
chaser and  principal  asks  for  a  receiver.  It  is  clear  that,  as 
to  this  provisional  disposition  of  the  res^  the  defendant  Klotz 
cannot  be  allowed  to  gain  anything  by  his  ouster  of  his  vendee 
and  principal.  He  must  stand  with  those  equities,  and  none 
other,  which  existed  before  the  ouster.    The  case  as  to  the 
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appointment  of  a  receiver  must  be  reviewed  and  determined 
as  if  he  (Klotz)  had  filed  his  bill  averring  possession  as  agent, 
which  he  asked  to  have  changed  by  a  decree  into  a  possession 
a^  owner,  through  the  cancellation  of  the  sale  and  the  lease; 
that  is,  he  must  aver  a  legal  title  in  the  American  Biscuit  & 
Manufactaring  Company,  which  he  seeks  to  have  avoided 
and  annulled.    If,  as  in  this  case,  he  seeks  to  do  all  this  by 
reason  of  fraud,  and  he  establishes  the  fraud,  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  refuse  to  hear  him.  He  would  not  be  estopped, 
for   fraud  vitiates  and  sets  aside  even  estoppels.    Herm. 
Estop,  par.  22,  p.  244;  Pendleton  v.  Rickey^  82  Pa.  [788]  St 
58,  63.     But,  while  he  is  not  estopped  from  proceeding  to  set 
aside  the  sale  and  the  lease  by  reason  of  his  agency  and  his 
obligations  as  trustee,  he  comes  into  court  assailing  and  seek- 
ing to  cancel  a  legal  title ;  for  until  that  is  done  his  possession 
is  that  of  the  complainant    Under  these  circumstances,  until 
the  hearing,  the  practice  in  the  courts  of  chancery  is  not  to 
disturb  the  possession  under  the  legal  title  prior  to  the  final 
decree,  unless  a  case  of  monstrous  wrong  is  established. 
StilweU  V.  WUkens^  Jac  280,  reported  in  full  in  Edwards  on 
Receivers,  p.  28,  Lord  Eldon,  when  a  similar  question  was 
presented,  observed : 

**  The  point  that  strnck  me  was  whether,  on  a  bill  to  impeach  a  sale 
for  frand,  the  court  interposes  so  strongly  before  the  hearing  as  to 
take  away  the  possession  from  persons  holding  it  under  tlie  effect  of 
deeds  not  yet  set  aside  by  decree." 

And  he  holds  that  "  it  was  not  the  general  habit  of  the 
court."  There  the  case  was  so  monstrous,  and  the  proof  was 
so  strong,  that  "  it  was  hardly  possible  that  the  transaction 
could  stand,"  and  the  legal  title  was  interfered  with. 

This  is  a  leading  case,  and  gives  what  we  find  is  the  rule. 
The  possession  under  the  title  is  not  disturbed  unless  the 
proof  of  fraud  is  so  strong  as  to  lead  the  court  to  the  clear 
conviction  that  it  will,  on  the  final  hearing,  be  established. 
The  fraud  set  up  and  relied  upon  by  the  defendant  and  in- 
tervener is  false  and  fraudulent  representations  by  the  agents 
of  the  complainant  in  this:  that  they  represented  that  the 
stock  was  fully  paid-up  stock,  whereas,  in  truth  and  fact,  it 
was  none  of  it  paid  up  in  money,  and  only  paid  up  in  part, 
and,  to  the  extent  of  that  part,  by  transfer  of  plants  or 
bakeries  and  manufactories  at  an  estimated  value  as  capital. 
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The  stock  delivered  to  the  defendant  and  intervenor  was  not 
paid  up  until  it  was  issued  to  them,  and  was  paid  for  by  a 
transfer  of  the  bakery  and  good-will;  and  then  it  became 
paid  up,  and  they  were  discharged  from  all  liability  to  be 
made  to  contribute  as  shareholders  therefor.  The  testimony 
as  to  what  was  represented  by  complainant^s  agents  about 
the  stock  being  paid  up  is  conflicting;  but,  when  viewed  in 
connection  with  the  circumstances  under  which  the  stodc 
was  received,  fails  to  satisfy  us,  upon  this  preliminary  hear- 
ing, that  any  false  representations  are  proved  to  have  been 
made.  The  case  of  the  defendant  and  intervener,  set  up  in 
their  cross-bill,  whereby  they  oppose  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver,  is  that  of  parties  who  seek  to  rescind  a  deed  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  which  upon  this  hearing  they  fail  to  estab- 
lish. 

So  far  we  have  considered  the  question  of  appointing  a 
receiver  of  the  property  in  controversy  inter  partes^  and 
mainly  from  the  stand-point  presented  by  the  defendant's 
showing,  and  thereon  such  appointment  seems  propw,  and 
we  should  accord  it,  but  for  an  aspect  of  the  case  originally 
suggested  by  the  defendant,  when  the  case  was  pending  in 
the  state  court,  apparently  abandoned  here,  but  sufficiently 
brought  to  our  notice  by  the  exhibits  of  both  parties.  We 
are  not  satisfied  that  the  complainant's  business  is  legiti- 
mate. While  the  nominal  purpose  of  the  complainant's  cor- 
poration, as  stated  in  its  charter,  is  the  manufacture  and 
[724]  sale  of  biscuit  and  confectionery,  its  real  scope  and 
purpose  seems  to  be  to  combine  and  pool  the  large  com- 
peting bakeries  throughout  the  country  into  practically 
what  is  known  and  called  a  **  trust,"  the  effect  of  which 
is  to  partially,  if  not  wholly,  prevent  competition,  and 
enhance  prices  of  necessary  articles  of  food,  and  secure, 
if  not  a  monopoly,  a  large  control,  of  the  supply  and  prices 
in  leading  articles  of  breadstuffs.  The  case  shows  that 
an  insignificant  number  of  shares  of  complainant's  stock 
was  unconditionally  subscribed  for,  apparently  enough  to 
qualify  directors;  but  the  great  mass  was  taken  and  held 
by  irresponsible  parties,  to  be  used  in  parceling  out  as  full- 
paid  stock  to  such  leading  and  successful  bakeries  through- 
out the  country  as  could  be  induced  to  come  in  on  an  agreed 


Digitized  by  CjOOQ IC 


AMEBIOAK  BISOXHT  AND  MANFQ.  CO.  V.  EIXXTZ.  7 

Opinion  of  tbe  Coort 

value  of  the  property  and  a  large  estimate  of  good-will. 
Each  bakery  when  secured  to  be  carried  on  by  its  former 
managers,  subject,  however,  as  to  control  of  funds,  ter- 
ritory, prices,  and  competition,  to  the  central  management; 
all  profits  pooled,  and  of  course  division  thereof  to  be 
made  on  the  basis  of  the  stock  assigned  to  each  bakery. 
Under  this  arrangement  complainant  has  already  secured 
the  control,  and  pooled  the  business,  of  85  of  the  leading 
bakeries  in  12  different  states  of  the  west  and  south,  and  is 
evidently  seeking  more  constituents.  The  act  of  congress 
approved  July  2,  1890,  entitled  ^^An  act  to  protect  trade 
and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies," 
expressly  prohibits,  under  severe  penalties,  ^  every  contract, 
combination,  in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspir- 
acy, in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,'^  and  declares  punishable  ''every  person  who  shall 
monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine  or  con- 
spire with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopolize,  any 
part  of  the  OHnmon  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states."  The  enforcement  of  this  act  is,  by  the  statute,  de- 
volved upon  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States.  The 
first  and  third  sections  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  Louiffl- 
ana,  approved  July  5, 1890,  entitled  ^'An  act  to  protect  trade 
and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,  and 
to  provide  penalties  for  the  violation  of  this  act,"  declare: 

"  Section  1.  That  every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust 
or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,  or  to  fix  or  limit  the 
amount  or  quantity  of  any  article,  commodity,  or  merchandise  to  be 
manufactured,  mined,  produced,  or  sold  In  this  state,  is  hereby  de- 
clared illegaL" 

^Sec  8.  That  every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to 
monopolize,  or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons 
to  monopolize*  any  part  of  the  6:ade  or  commerce  within  the  limits  of 
this  state,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction 
thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dol- 
lars, or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  said 
punishments.  In  the  discretion  of  the  courf 

In  construing  the  federal  and  state  statutes,  we  exclude 
from  consideration  all  monopolies  which  exist  by  legislative 
grant;  for  we  think  the  word  "monopolize"  cannot  be 
intended  to  be  used  with  reference  to  the  acquisition  of  ex- 
clusive rights  under  government  concession,  but  that  the 
law-maker  has  used  the  word  to  mean  "  to  aggregate "  or 
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"concentrate"  in  the  hands  of  few,  practically,  and,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  and  according  to  the  known  results  of  human 
action,  to  the  exclusion  of  oth-  [726]  ers;  to  accomplish  tiiis 
end  by  what,  in  popular  language,  is  expressed  in  the  word 
"pooling,"  which  may  be  defined  to  be  an  aggregation  of 
property  or  capital  belonging  to  different  persons,  with  a 
view  to  common  liabilities  and  profits.  The  expression  in 
each  law  "  combination  in  the  form  of  trust "  would  seem  to 
point  to  just  what,  in  popular  language,  is  meant  by  pooling. 
Now  it  is  to  be  observed  that  these  statutes  outline  an 
offense,  but  require  for  its  complete  commission  no  ulterior 
motive,  such  as  to  defraud,  etc.;  and,  further,  that  the  lan- 
guage is  altogether  silent  as  to  what  means  must  be  used  to 
constitute  the  offense.  The  offense  is  defined  to  "combine 
in  the  form  of  trust,  or  otherwise,  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce,"  and  "  to  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize, 
any  of  the  trade  or  commerce."  To  compass  either  of  these 
things,  with  no  other  motive  than  to  compass  them,  and  by 
any  means,  constitutes  the  offense.  One  just  and  decisive 
test  of  the  meaning  of  the  expression  "to  monopolize"  is 
obtained  by  getting  at  the  evil  which  the  law-maker  has  en- 
deavored to  abolish  and  restrict  The  statutes  show  that  the 
evil  was  the  hindrance  and  oppression  in  trade  and  commerce 
wrought  by  its  absorption  in  the  hands  of  the  few,  so  that 
the  prices  would  be  in  danger  of  being  arbitrarily  and  ex- 
orbitantly fixed,  because  all  competition  would  be  swallowed 
up,  so  that  the  man  of  small  means  would  find  himself  ex- 
cluded from  the  restrained  or  monopolized  trade  or  commerce 
as  absolutely  as  if  kept  out  by  law  or  force.  If  this  is  the 
meaning  of  the  defining  words,  does  not  this  corporation,  thus 
glutted  with  the  35  industries  of  12  states,  disclose  an  "  at- 
tempt to  monopolize?  "  So  far,  therefore,  as  the  complain- 
ant's business  is  a  combination  in  restraint  of  tradq,  or  is  an 
"  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine,  in  the  form  of  a  trust, 
or  otherwise,  any  part  of  trade  or  commerce,"  as  these  words 
are  properly  defined,  the  law  stamps  it  as  unlawful,  and  the 
courts  should  not  encourage  it.  Aside  from  this,  the  com- 
plainant's business,  even  if  lawful,  being  of  the  kind  shown 
above,  is  not  of  that  meritorious  kind  that  it  should  be 
encouraged  by  n  court  nf  equity.    The  appointment  of  a  re- 
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ceiver  by  a  court  of  equity  is  not  a  matter  of  strict  right,  but 
of  judicial  discretion.  Fosdick  v.  SchaU,  99  U.  S.  235.  It 
falls  within  that  class  of  interlocutory  remedies  which  court? 
must  grant  or  withhold,  according  to  a  discretion  conscien- 
tioudy  exercised,  upon  a  consideration  of  all  the  facts  which 
a  cause  presents,  involving  the  rights  of  the  parties  and  the 
interests  of  the  public  The  attempt  to  accumulate  in  the 
hands  of  a  single  organization  the  business  of  supplying 
bread  itself  to  so  large  a  portion  of  the  poor,  as  well  as  the 
rich,  people  of  the  United  States  should  not  be  favored  by  a 
court  of  equity.  It  carries  with  it  too  much  of  danger  of 
excluding  healthy  competition,  thereby  increasing  the  diffi- 
culty to  the  general  public  of  participating  in  a  most  useful 
business,  as  well  as  adding  to  the  possibility  of  multitudes  of 
citizens  being  temporarily,  at  least,  compelled  to  pay  an 
arbitrary  and  high  price  for  daily  food.     • 

Whatever  we  may  feel  compelled  to  do,  on  the  final  hearing 
of  this  cause,  towards  recognizing  the  complainant's  legal 
rights,  and  compelling  a  faithless  trustee  to  account,  we  are 
clear  that  at  this  preliminary  stage,  [726]  with  our  present 
impressions  of  the  character  and  general  scope  of  complain- 
ant's business,  the  court  ought  not,  by  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver,  to  aid  complainant  to  perfect,  and  perhaps  to  en- 
large, his  combination  or  trust ;  and  the  refusal  to  appoint  a 
receiver  can  result  in  no  serious  and  lasting  injury  to  com- 
plainant, because  the  shares  of  stock  of  complainant  company, 
forming  the  entire  consideration  of  complainant's  purchase, 
have  been  tendered  in  court,  and  may  be  impounded,  to  be 
held  as  security  for  any  damages  susceptible  of  proof  result- 
ing from  defendant's  mismanagement  of  the  property  pend- 
ing the  suit.    The  motion  for  a  receiver  is  denied. 


[4381    UNITED  STATES   v.   JELLICO   MOUNTAIN 
COAL  &  COKE  CO.  ET  AL.* 

(Circuit  Ck>art,  M.  D.  TenDeesee.    June  4,  1891.) 
[46  Fed.,  432.] 
CoNSFiRACT — ^Tbust  GoMBiNATioiv — Intebstate  Com MERGE. — An  agree- 
ment between  coal  mining  companies  operating  chiefly  in  one  state 

«See  also  page  1  (43  Fed.,  898). 
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and  dealers  in  coal  in  a  city  In  another  state,  creating  a  ooal  ex- 
change to  advance  the  interests  of  the  coal  hnsiness,  to  treat  all 
parties  to  the  business  in  a  fair  and  equitable  manner,  and  to  estab- 
lish the  price  of  coal,  and  change  the  same  from  time  to  time,  by 
which  it  was  agreed  that  the  price  of  the  ooal  at  the  mines  BlKnikl 
be  4i  cents,  the  freight  being  4  cents,  and  the  margin  of  the  dealer 
should  be  4i  cents,  making  the  price  to  the  consumer  13  cents,  and 
that,  whenever  the  price  of  the  coal  is  advanced  beyond  an  ad- 
vance in  freights,  one-half  the  advance  shall  go  to  the  mine  owner, 
and  the  other  half  to  the  dealer,  and  a  penalty  was  provided  by 
fine,  of  any  member  selling  coal  at  a  less  price  than  the  price  fixed 
by  the  exchange,  and  by  which  it  was  forbidden  for  owners  or 
operators  of  mines  to  sell  coal  to  any  person  other  than  members  of 
the  organization,  and  for  dealers  to  purchase  of  miners  who  were 
not  members,  but  exempting  coal  used  for  manufacturing  and  steam- 
boat purposes  from  the  prices  prescribed  until  all  the  mines  tribu- 
tary to  that  market  shoud  come  Into  the  exchange,  or  until  the 
exchange  could  control  the  prices  of  coal  used  by  manufacturers, 
is  within  the  language  of  Act  Ck)ng.  July  2,  1890,  declaring  "  every 
contract  or  combination  in  the  form  of  a  trust  or  otherwise,  or  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states," 
and  also  the  monopolizing,  or  combination  with  another  to  monopo- 
lize, trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  a  misdeneanor.* 

In  Equity.    On  bill  for  injunction. 

John  Ruhm^  U.  S.  Atty.,  Lee  Brooch^  Asst  Dist.  Atty., 
and  James  Trimble^  for  the  United  States. 

TiUman  <b  Tillman^  Henderson  dk  JouroJman^  and  EM  db 
Oranberry^  for  defendants. 

[438]  Eet,  J. 

The  petition  in  this  case  is  filed  against  the  members  of 
the  Nashville  Coal  Exchange.  The  membership  of  the  ex- 
change is  composed  of  various  coal  mining  companies  oper- 
ating mines  in  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  chiefly  in  "Kentucky, 
and  of  persons  and  firms  dealing  in  coal  at  Nashville,  Tenn. 
It  is  alleged  that  tlie  purposes,  objects,  and  agreement  of  the 
defendants  are  in  violation  of  an  act  of  congress  approved 
July  2, 1890,  entitled  ^^An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce 
against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,^'  and  the  peti- 
tion seeks  to  restrain  and  prevent  the  violations  of  the  act 
by  injunction  under  section  4  of  the  law.    The  first  section 

•  Syllabus  copyrightedt  1891, 1^  West  Publishing  Ckk 
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of  the  act  declares  that  '^  eveiy  contract  or  combination  in 
the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspinu^  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  is  declared  ille- 
gaL''  The  second  section  declares  that  ^^  every  person  who 
shall  monopolize,  or  combine  or  conspire  with  another  person 
or  persons  to  monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  several  states  ^  *  *  shall  be  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor." A  violation  of  the  first  section  is  a  misdemeanor 
also.  By  the  fourth  section  jurisdiction  is  conferred  upon 
the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  to  prevent  and  restrain 
violations  of  the  act,  and  it  is  made  the  duty  of  district  attor- 
neys in  their  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of  the 
attorney  general  of  the  United  States,  to  institute  proceed- 
ings in  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain  such  violations.  The 
articles  of  agreement  between  the  defendants  provide,  among 
other  things,  that  the  objects  of  this  exchange  are,  *'  To  do 
all  in  its  power  to  advance  the  interests  of  the  coal  business 
at  Nashville,  to  treat  all  parties  to  this  agreement  in  a  fair 
and  equitable  manner,  and  to  establish  prices  on  coal  at  Nash- 
ville, Tenn.,  and  to  change  same  from  time  to  time,  as  occa- 
sion may  require."  Prices  to  consumers  at  Nashville  are  to 
be  established  so  as  to  sell  coal  at  a  fair  and  reasonable  price, 
so  as  to  allow  all  parties  a  fair  profit  for  their  product 
Every  person,  firm,  or  corporation  owning  or  operating  mines 
who  ship  coal  to  Nashville  shall  be  eligible  to  membership  in 
this  exchange,  and  all  coal  dealers  in  the  city  of  Nashville 
are  also  eligible  to  membership.  None  others  are  eligible. 
Any  member  of  the  exchange  who  may  withdraw  from  it, 
and  continue  in  the  coal  trade  in  Nashville,  or  ship  any  coal 
to  Nashville,  shall  forfeit  and  relinquish  all  interest  of  any 
and  every  kind,  however  obtained  or  accrued.  The  exchange 
will  from  time  to  time  establish  prices  at  which  coal  shall  be 
sold  in  Nashville.  Coal  classed  as  No.  1  shall  be  valued  at 
the  mines  at  4^  cents  minimum  price  for  bushel  of  80  pounds 
lump,  and  freight  being  4  cents,  the  dealer's  margin  to  be  4^ 
cents,  making  the  price  of  lump  coal  13  cents  per  bushel; 
Na  2  to  be  valued  at  6  cents  at  the  mine;  No.  8  at  6  cents; 
and  when  the  above  prices  are  advanced  in  excess  of  the  ad- 
vance in  frei^ts,  then  one-half  the  advance  shall  go  to  the 
mine  owners  and  one-half  to  the  dealers.    Every  member 
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found  guilty  of  selling  coal  at  a  less  price  than  the  price 
fixed  by  the  exchange,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  shall  be 
fined  2  cents  per  bushel  and  $10  for  the  first  offense,  and  4 
cents  per  bushel  and  $20  for  the  second  offense.  A  majority 
of  all  the  members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the  transac* 
tion  of  business.  Owners  or  operators  of  mines  [484]  shall 
not  sell  or  ship  coal  to  any  person,  firm,  or  corporation  in 
Nashville,  or  West  Nashville,  or  East  Nashville,  who  are  not 
members  of  the  exchange,  and  dealers  shall  not  buy  coal  from 
any  oHe  not  members  of  the  exchange.  All  coal  used  for  man- 
ufacturing and  steam-boat  purposes  shall  be  exempt  from 
prices  made  by  the  exchange  until  all  mines  tributary  to  this 
market  shall  become  members  of  the  exchange,  or  until  the 
exchange  can  control  prices  to  govern  coal  used  by  manufac- 
turers. No  coal  shall  be  sold  in  any  month  to  be  delivered 
in  any  following  month  except  at  prices  fixed  for  the  par- 
ticular month  in  which  coal  so  sold  is  to  be  delivered.  Fines 
and  penalties  are  declared,  so  as  to  enforce  the  stipulations 
embodied  in  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of  the  exchange. 

It  can  hardly  be  denied  that  such  provisions  as  these,  by  a 
body  of  persons  such  as  compose  this  exchange,  is  a  contract 
or  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,  or  an 
attempt  between  different  persons  to  monopolize  a  part  of  the 
trade  or  commerce,  between  parties  who  are  citizens  of  or 
reside  in  different  states.  It  is  shown  that  several  mining 
companies  in  Kentucky  engaged  in  raising  coal,  and  most  of 
the  coal  dealers  of  Nashville,  Tenn.,  have  entered  into  the 
foregoing  mentioned  arrangement.  It  is  insisted  for  the  de- 
fendants that  the  subject  of  agreement  is  not  interstate  com- 
merce ;  that  the  obligation  as  to  the  mining  companies  ends 
at  the  mines.  The  price  is  fixed  and  paid  at  that  point,  and 
consequently  controversies  in  regard  to  the  contract  as  to 
them  belong  exclusively  to  the  courts  of  the  state  of  Ken- 
tucky; that,  so  far  as  the  dealers  are  concerned,  the  price  of 
the  coal  is  fixed  for  its  sale  at  Nashville,  and  after  it  becomes 
their  property  by  delivery  to  them,  and  therefore  the  courts 
of  Tennessee  have  the  jurisdiction  as  to  them.  Various 
authorities  are  cited,  and  the  debates  in  the  senate  of  the 
United  States  are  read,  to  sustain  this  view  of  the  case.    As 
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I  understand  the  contention  of  defendants'  counsel  it  is 
that  the  agreement  is  not  violative  of  the  terms  of  the  act  of 
July  2, 1890;  but,  if  it  is,  the  act  is  unconstitutional:  First. 
Because  the  constitution  confers  upon  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  in  such  a  case  jurisdiction  over  "  controversies  between 
citizens  of  different  states."  That  the  fact  that  parties  to  a 
contract  are  citizens  of  different  states  does  not  confer  juris- 
diction. There  must  be  a  controversy  between  the  parties 
to  the  contract,  and  this  litigation  is  not  a  dispute  between 
the  contracting  parties,  but  between  the  government  and 
these  parties.  Second.  That  the  act  creates  and  defines  crim- 
inal offenses,  and  the  constitution  provides  that  the  "  trial  of 
all  crimes  except  in  cases  of  impeachment  shall  be  by  jury," 
and  that  section  4  of  the  act,  so  far  as  it  attempts  to  give 
circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  equitable  jurisdiction  over 
the  violations  of  the  act,  is  unconstitutional.  It  is  insisted 
the  proceeding  authorized  is,  in  substance,  an  information  in 
equity  charging  defendants  with  a  misdemeanor. 

I  shall  not  enter  into  a  discussion  of  the  constitutionality 
of  the  law.  A  court,  especially  an  inferior  one,  should  hesi- 
tate long  and  consider  carefully  before  it  should  declare  an 
act  of  congress,  passed  after  deliberation  and  debate,  and 
approved  by  the  president,  unconstitutionaL  The  [485] 
reasonsr  for  such  a  decision  in  such  a  case  should  be  clear  and 
undeniable.  If  doubtful  or  questionable,  the  doubt  should  be 
resolved  in  favor  of  the  law.  The  arguments  against  the 
validity  of  the  act  have  been  urged  with  great  plausibility 
and  strength,  and  an  array  of  authorities  have  been  read  as 
sustaining  the  views  of  defendants'  counsel.  The  positions 
of  defendants'  counsel  have  been  met  with  equal  force  and 
ability  by  those  representing  the  government,  and  many 
authorities  have  been  referred  to  in  support  of  the  power  of 
congress  to  pass  the  law;  and  without  nicely  adjusting  and 
weighing  the  opposing  views  of  counsel,  enough  appears  to 
prevent  me  from  declaring  the  act,  or  any  part  of  it,  as  out- 
side of  the  powers  granted  to  congress  by  the  constitution. 

Tlie  remaining  question  is  whether  the  agreement  and  reg- 
ulations between  the  defendants  are  a  "  contract  or  combina- 
tion in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  between  states; "  are 
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they  evidence  of  a  combination  to  monopolize  "  any  part  of 
the  trade  or  commerce  "  between  the  states  of  Tennessee  and 
Kentucky  t  The  coal  mines  are  in  Kentucky,  and  the  coal 
is  to  be  mined  there  for  a  certain  price,  and  the  agreement 
contemplates  its  shipment  to  Nashville.  To  be  sure  it  is  not 
to  be  transported  thither  by  the  defendants  or  any  of  them, 
but  the  price  for  which  it  is  to  be  shipped  is  fixed  or  stated, 
and  becomes  a  part  of  the  price  for  which  the  coal  is  to  be 
sold  at  Nashville ;  and  when  the  prices  fixed  "  are  advanced 
in  excess  of  the  advance  in  freights,  the  one-half  of  the  ad- 
vance shall  go  to  the  mine  owners  and  one-half  to  the  deal- 
ers.^' In  making  the  agreement  the  transportation  of  the 
coal  from  Kentucky  to  Nashville  was  a  necessary  incident 
to  and  element  in  the  arrangement,  and  its  execution  would 
have  been  impossible  without  it  The  instrumentality  of 
transportation  did  not  belong  to  nor  was  it  controlled  by 
them,  but  it  was  used  by  them  and  paid  by  them  for  services 
rendered.  The  contract  provided  for  the  sale  of  coal  in 
Kentucky,  its  shipment  to  Nashville,  Tenn.,  to  dealers  there, 
for  its  retail  to  consumers.  It  was,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, a  traffic,  trade,  commerce  between  states.  Was  the 
purpose  of  the  exchange  to  monopolize  a  part  of  this  trade, 
or  to  combine  in  restraint  thereof?  The  exchange  does  not 
propose  to  be  governed  and  controUed  by  the  public  markets 
arising  from  competition  and  the  operations  of  the  laws  of 
supply  and  demand.  On  the  contrary,  it  announces  that  its 
purpose  is  '^  to  establish  prices  on  coal  at  Nashville,  Tenn., 
and  to  change  the  same  from  time  to  time  as  occasion  may 
require,"  and  in  carrying  out  this  object  it  asserts  that — 

"The  exchange  will  establish  prices  at  which  coal  shall  be  sold  in 
Nashville,  subject,  however,  to  the  following  conditions  and  basis: 
Ck>al  classed  as  No.  1  to  be  valued  at  the  mines  at  4i  cents  minimum 
price  per  bushel  of  80  pounds  for  lump,  and  freight  being  4  cents, 
the  dealer's  margin  to  be  4i  cents,  making  the  price  of  lump  coal  18 
cents  per  bushel ;  No.  2  to  be  valued  at  5  cents  at  the  mines,  No.  S, 
6  cents;  and  when  the  above  prices  are  advanced  in  excess  of  the 
advance  in  freights,  then  one-half  of  the  advance  shall  go  to  the 
mine  owners  and  one-half  to  the  dealers.  Any  member  found  guilty 
of  selling  coal  at  a  less  price  than  the  price  fixed  by  the  exchange, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  shall  be  fined  2  cents  per  bushel  and  $10 
for  the  first  offense,  and  4  cents  a  bushel  and  $20  for  the  second 
offense." 
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[486]  These  provisions,  so  far  as  this  combination  could 
do  so,  fixed  the  lowest  price  of  coal  to  consumers  in  and 
near  Nashville  at  18  cents  per  bushel,  and  prevented  coal 
being  sold  there  at  a  cheaper  rate,  no  matter  how  mudi 
less  it  might  cost  in  an  open  and  unobstructed  market 
Nor  is  that  all.  The  exdiange  ordains  that  ^'owners  or 
operators  of  mines  shall  not  sell  or  ship  coal  to  any  firm, 
person,  or  corporation  in  Nashville  or  West  Nashville  or  East 
Nashville  who  are  not  members  of  this  exchange,  and  deal- 
ers shall  not  buy  coal  from  any  one  who  is  not  a  member 
of  the  exchange. '^  The  coal  trade  is  confined,  so  far  as  the 
market  supply  is  concerned,  to  transactions  between  the 
miner  and  dealer,  the  prices  are  fixed  by  them,  and  the 
miner  and  dealer  only  are  eligible  to  membership.  The 
miners  of  the  concern  cannot  sell  to  any  dealer  in  or  near 
Nashville  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  agreement,  nor  can 
such  dealer  purchase  coal  of  any  miner  anywhere  who  is 
not  a  member  of  the  body.  The  operations  of  both  are 
confined  within  the  membership.  So  far  as  Nashville  is 
oonoemed,  they  cannot  go  to  cheaper  or  more  favorable 
markets,  or  deal  with  those  who  would  give  more  favor- 
able terms.  The  restraint  is  positive  and  undeniable. 
Moreover,  in  the  first  section  of  the  by-laws  of  the  exchange 
it  is  assorted  that  ^all  coal  used  for  manufacturing  and 
steam-boat  purposes  shall  be  exempt  from  prices  made  by 
this  exchange  until  all  mines  tributary  to  this  market  shall 
become  members  of  the  exchange,  or  until  the  exchange 
can  control  prices  to  govern  coal  used  by  manufacturers.'' 
This  clearly  indicates  the  purpose  of  the  association  to 
be  to  control  the  price  of  coal  in  the  Nashville  market 
used  in  manufacturing  and  in  steam-boats  whenever  it 
could;  that  the  mines  of  coal  tributary  to  Nashville  were 
all  expected  to  become  members  of  the  exchange,  where- 
upon the  prices  of  coal  could  be  fixed  absolutely,  and  the 
necessary  inference  from  this  declaration  and  the  entire 
organic  structure  of  the  body  is  that  it  felt  strong  enough 
already  to  regulate  and  establish  the  prices  of  domestic 
coal  in  that  market,  to  a  large  extent,  at  least|  and  that 
10S70*-«.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 2 
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this  exchange  might  now  monopolize  the  business  of  deal- 
ing in  domestic  coal  in  the  Nashville  market,  and  in  the 
future  monopolize  by  and  confine  to  its  membership  the 
entire  trade  in  coal  at  that  point.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  purposes  and  intentions  of  the  association  could  hardly 
have  been  more  successfully  framed  to  fall  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  had  the  object  been 
to  organize  a  combination,  the  business  of  which  should 
subject  it  to  the  penalties  of  that  statute,  and  that  there 
is  no  need  of  authorities  to  sustain  such  view  of  the  case. 
Regarding  the  act  as  constitutional,  I  see  no  way  for  the 
defendants  to  escape  its  condemnation. 

Proof  has  been  taken,  on  one  hand,  to  establish  that  the 
people  of  Nashville  have  been  and  are  being  injured  by 
the  high  prices  which  have  be^i  and  are  being  paid  for 
coal,  and  the  extent  of  the  injury.  On  the  other  hand, 
defendants  have  introduced  proof  to  show  that  the  higher 
freight  rates  to  Nashville,  and  the  want  of  facilities  for 
transportation  by  railroad  and  water,  are  the  causes  for  the 
higher  princes  of  coal  at  Nashville  than  at  Louisville  or 
Memphis,  but  it  is  needless  to  enter  upon  this  branch  of 
dispute.  ^The  attempt  to  monopolize  or  combine '^  is  de- 
[487]  noimced  by  the  second  section  of  the  act,  and  the 
first  section  declares  that  ^^  every  contract  or  combination 
*  •  *  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral states  ♦  •  •  is  hereby  declared  illegal."  The  at- 
tempt— the  contract  to  do  the  thing  prohibited — ^is  enough 
to  incur  the  penalties  of  this  law. 

I  conclude  that  the  defendants,  by  the  organization  of 
the  Nashville  Coal  Exchange,  and  Uieir  operations  under 
it,  have  been,  and  at  the  time  of  filing  the  petition  in  this 
cause  were,  guilty  of  a  violation  of  sections  1  and  2  of  the 
act  of  July  2,  1890,  and  should  be  enjoined  from  further 
violations  of  the  law,  as  provided  by  the  fourth  section 
thereof. 

The  petition  will  be  dismissed  as  to  such  of  the  defendants 
as  are  not,  or  were  not,  members  of  the  exchange  at  the  time 
of  the  filing  of  the  petition. 
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[888]   CLAEKE  v.  CENTRAL  RAILROAD  &  BANK- 
ING  CO.  OF  GEORGIA  ET  AL. 

CENTRAL  TRUST  CO.  OF  NEW  YORK  v.  COMER 

ETAK 

(Circnlt  Court,  &  D.  Georgia,  B.  D.    May  14,  1882.) 
[60  Fed.,  83&] 

Railwat  CoiiPAinxs — Illxoal  CoiraouDATioiva^TaAifSRE  of  Stock — 
Right  to  Vote.— The  Ga.  Ck>.  of  Nortb  Carolina  acquired  by  pur- 
cbase  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  Cent  R.  Co.  of  GeorKia,  which 
it  afterwards  deposited  with  the  Cent  Trust  Co.  of  New  York,  and 
finally  transferred  to  the  Terminal  Co.,  a  system  composed  of  say- 
eral  competitive  lines  of  railroad.  This  company  created  a  directory 
of  the  Cent  R.  Co.  to  suit  its  purposes,  which  directory  leased  the 
Cent  R.  R.  to  the  R.  &  D.  R.  Co.,  a  competing  line.  The  lease  was 
enjoined  as  contrary  to  Const  Ga.  1877,  art  4,  |  2,  par.  4,  pro- 
hibiting the  merger  of  competing  corporations.  The  injunction  or* 
der  directed  the  election  of  a  new  hoard  of  directora  for  the  Cent 
R.  Co.,  and  provided  that  the  stock  of  the  company  controlled  by  tlie 
Terminal  Co.  should  not  be  voted  in  such  election  unless  transferred 
in  good  faith.  The  stock  in  question  consisted  of  42,000  shares, 
40,000  of  which  were  those  deposited  by  the  Ga.  Co.  with  the 
C.  Trust  Co.  and  transferred  to  the  Terminal  Co.,  and  the  remain- 
der, 2,200  shares,  acquired  by  the  Terminal  Co.  ftrom  other  sources. 
The  Terminal  Co.  and  the  Ga.  Co.  filed  a  paper  relinquishing  to  the 
Cent  Trust  Co.  any  right  they  might  have  to  vote  such  stock. 
Held,  no  interest  in  the  stodc  appearing  in  the  Cent  Trust  Co., 
other  than  that  of  a  mere  stakeholder,  that  the  relinquishment  in 
question  did  not  entitle  it  to  vote.a 

&Aum — iNCAPAciTATmo  TRUST. — The  Cent  Trust  Co.  was  also  inca- 
pacitated to  vote  such  stock  by  the  fact  that  it  was  trustee  for  a 
large  amount  of  indebtedness  of  the  Cent  R.  Co.,  and,  besides,  its 
charter  apparently  gives  no  such  power. 

Sams. — The  Cent  Trust  Co.  was  unfit  to  be  intrusted  with  the  voting 
power  in  question  because  of  the  fact  that  its  president  a  financial 
expert  was  engaged  in  an  attempt  to  bring  about  a  merger  of  the 
Cent  R.  Co.  with  competing  lines  of  railroad  in  the  state  of  Georgia 
and  place  them  under  the  sole  control  of  the  Terminal  Co.,  con- 
trary to  the  constitution  of  the  state. 

Sams— OoiiiTT  KrrwssN  ths  Statsb. — Comity  between  the  states  will 
not  authorize  a  foreign  railroad  corporation  to  exercise  powers 
within  the  state  which  a  domestic  corporation  would  not  be  per- 
mitted to  exercise  under  the  constitution  and  policy  of  the  state. 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1882,  t^  West  Publishing  Co. 
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Sam»— OoMPBTiivo  €k)BPOBA.TioNa — ^AoQUisiTioir  OF  Stook.— The  fact 
that  the  charter  of  the  Cent  R.  Co.,  granted  before  the  adoption  of 
the  constitution  of  1877,  permitted  municipal  corporations  to  pur- 
chase its  stock,  would  not  authorize  a  competing  corporation  to  ac- 
quire such  stock  after  the  adoption  of  the  constitution. 

Samb— DiBQUALZFTiNO  IimcBEBTS.— The  fsct  that  the  Terminal  Co.  has 
no  appreciable  interest  in  the  stock  of  the  Cent  R.  Co.,  because  of  a 
mortgage  on  the  railroad  executed  by  the  Terminal  Co.,  does  not 
remove  the  objection  to  its  voting  in  person  or  by  representative  in 
the  election  of  the  directors  of  that  railroad  company,  in  view  ol 
the  fact  that  it  has  large  pecuniary  interests  in  two  directly  com- 
peting lines  of  railroad. 

[SAiiB — Anti-Tbust  Law.— Transactions  of  this  character  are  within 
the  spirit,  if  not  within  the  letter,  of  the  **  Sherman  Anti-Trust 
Law."    Act  of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat  209).    See  page  28w] 

In  Equity.  Bill  by  Bowena  M.  Clarke  aj^ainst  the  Central 
Railroad  &  Banking  Company  of  Georgia  and  others,  and 
bill  by  the  Central  Trust  Company  of  New  York  against 
H.  M.  Comer,  receiver,  and  others.  Motion  by  the  Central 
Trust  Company  to  modify  an  interlocutory  decree.  Motion 
denied. 

Butler^  StiUman  do  Hubbard  and  H.  B.  Tompkins^  for  the 
motion. 

Lawtan  <6  Cunningham^  Denmark^  Adams  <6  Adams^  Dan- 
id  W.  Raufi^ree^  Marian  Erwin^  and  A.  O.  Baoon^  opposed. 

Sfeer,  District  Judge. 

It  is  essential  to  a  clear  understanding  of  the  questions 

involved  in  this  motion  that  a  brief  statement  be  made  of  the 

[339]   proceedings  heretofore  had  in  the  equity  cause  in 

which  the  motion  is  presented.    It  is  also  essential  to  direct 

attention  in  the  outset  to  paragraph  4  of  section  2,  art  4,  of 

the  constitution  of  the  state  of  Georgia.    This  clause  of  the 

constitution  is  as  follows: 

**Tlie  general  assembly  of  this  state  shall  hare  no  power  to  au- 
thorize any  corporation  to  buy  shares  or  stodc  in  any  other  corporation 
Id  this  state  or  elsewhere,  or  to  make  any  contract  or  agreement  what- 
ever with  any  such  corporatlou,  which  may  have  the  effect  or  be  in- 
tended to  have  the  effect,  to  defeat  or  lessen  competition  in  their  re- 
spective businesses  or  to  encourage  monopoly;  and  all  such  contracts 
and  agreements  shall  be  illegal  and  void." 

The  constitution  in  which  this  clause  is  found  was  adopted 
in  the  year  1877.    It  was  evident  at  that  time,  and  has  be- 
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come  more  plainly  evident  since  then,  that  it  was  indispens- 
able, by  comprehensiTe  and  imperatiye  enactments  of  funda- 
mental law,  to  arrest  the  tendencies  of  corporate  bodies 
towards  abnormal  and  destructive  aggregations  of  power; 
tendencies  which  could  not  have  been  forseen,  and  which 
therefore  had  not  been  restricted  and  limited  by  the  legis- 
lation of  the  past;  tendencies  which  endanger  the  salutary 
purposes  for  whidi  such  corporations  were  created  by  the 
state,  and  which  threaten  to  inflict  upon  vast  multitudes  of 
the  people  the  most  destructive  injustice  and  injury, — ^injus- 
tico  and  injury  against  which  it  is  obviously  the  duty  of  the 
government  to  afford  them  protection.  It  would  be  perhaps 
diflicult  to  express  in  such  narrow  compass  a  restriction  of 
corporate  power  more  conclusive  in  its  inhibitory  effect,  or 
more  difficult  to  evade  by  those  who  for  any  motive  would  sedc 
to  avoid  its  legal  force.  Langdan  v.  Branchy  81  Fed.  Bep. 
449 ;  Hamilton  v.  Railroad  Oo.^  49  Fed.  Bep.  412.  The  orig- 
inal bill  and  interventions  filed  in  this  cause  seek  to  apply 
to  the  facts  of  the  case  the  legal  effect  of  this  constitutional 
provision  and,  further,  to  invoke  the  doctrine  following,  an- 
nounced with  great  force  and  clearness  by  Mr.  Justice  Gsat 
in  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of 
Central  Transp.  Co.  v.  PuUman^a  Palace  Gar  Co.,  139  U.  S. 
46,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  489: 

''A  contract  of  a  corporation  which  is  ultra  viren  in  the  proper 
8«i8e»  that  is  to  say,  outside  of  the  object  of  its  creation  as  defined 
in  the  law  of  its  organization,  and  therefore  beyond  the  powers  con- 
ferred upon  it  by  the  legislature,  is  not  voidable  only,  but  wholly  void 
and  of  no  legal  effect  The  objection  to  the  contract  is  not  merely 
that  the  coiporation  ought  not  to  have  made  it,  but  that  it  could  not 
make  it'* 

Further: 

"That  the  lease  by  one  corporation  of  its  property  and  franchises 
to  another  corporation  is  unlawful  and  void,  because  beyond  tlM^ 
corporate  powers  of  the  lessor,  and  involving  an  abandonment  of  its 
dn^  to  the  public." 

It  appears  from  the  record  before  the  court  that  on  or  be- 
fore the  30th  day  of  May,  1887,  certain  persons  formed  a  de- 
sign to  obtain  control  of  a  majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Central  Railroad  &  Banking  Company  of  Georgia.  While 
this  company  has  assets  amounting  to  many  millions  of  dol- 
lars, its  capital  stock  is  only  $7,500,000.    For  the  purpose  of 
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retaining  an  exemption  from  state  taxation  granted  by  the 
original  charter  the  capitalization  of  the  stock  had  been  pre- 
served at  that  com-  [340]  paratively  low  figure.  From  this 
fact  it  became  relatively  an  easy  matter  to  obtain  a  majority 
of  the  stock  bearing  the  voting  franchise.  To  accomplish 
this  purpose,  D.  Schenke,  Samuel  H.  Wiley,  and  Thomas  B. 
Keogh  organized,  or  attempted  to  organize,  at  Hight  Point, 
in  North  Carolina,  a  corporation  bearing  the  significant  name 
of  "  The  Georgia  Company."  The  charter  was  granted  by 
the  clerk  of  the  superior  court  of  Guilford  county,  and  the 
business  of  the  company  was,  as  therein  stated,  ^^to  pur- 
chase, acquire,  and  to  hold,  or  guaranty,  to  indorse  the  bonds 
or  stocks  of  any  railroad  company  in  this  or  any  adjoining 
state;  to  lease  any  railroad  in  this  or  any  adjoining  state; 
to  engage  in  the  business  of  transportation,  and  to  operate 
railroads  in  this  and  adjoining  states;  to  aid  any  railroad 
company  in  this  or  any  adjoining  state; '  except  building  any 
railroad,'  which  is  forbidden  in  said  statute."  The  charter 
does  not  appear  to  have  any  validity.  See  St  N.  C.  Acts 
1885,  p.  70.  This  appears  to  be  both  a  banking  and  railroad 
corporation,  and  such  corporations  can  be  created  by  the 
legislature  only. 

It  appears,  however,  that  the  persons  mentioned  in  the  orig- 
inal biU,  who  had  bought  about  40,000  shares  of  the  stock 
of  the  Central  Railroad  &  Banking  Company  of  Georgia, 
turned  over  their  entire  holding  to  said  Georgia  Company; 
and  it  was  further  stipulated  and  agreed  that  this  stock 
should  be  held  in  a  block,  with  the  view  to  permanently  con- 
trol the  management  of  the  Central  Railroad  and  its  prop- 
erties. Thereafter  it  appears  that  the  Georgia  Company 
deposited  with  the  Central  Trust  Company  of  New  York 
its  entire  holding  of  this  stock,  and  had  issued  thereon  and 
sold  to  the  public  four  millions  of  the  bonds  of  said  Georgia 
Company.  In  the  mean  time,  by  virtue  of  its  majority  con- 
trol, it  had  taken  charge,  through  a  president  and  board  of 
directors  elected  in  the  main  by  this  block  of  stock,  of  the 
Central  Railroad  &  Banking  Company  of  Georgia.  There- 
after the  Georgia  Company  transferred  all  its  capital  stock 
to  the  Richmond  &  West  Point  Terminal  Railway  &  Ware- 
house Company.    This  latter  company  thus  came  into  control 
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of  the  Central  Sailroad  &  Banking  Company.  It  also  had 
control  of  the  Richmond  &  Danville  Kailroad  Company,  and 
of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia  Railway  Company, 
both  of  which  are  directly  competitive  lines  of  the  Central 
Railroad  &  Banking  Company.  The  Terminal  Company 
(as  we  shall  call  it  for  the  sake  of  brevity)  now  put  out, 
through  the  Central  Trust  Company  of  New  York,  a  large 
issue  of  its  bonds,  secured  by  a  mortgage  deposited  with  the 
Central  Trust  Company,  on  its  stock  holdings,  in  all  the 
properties  under  its  controL 

With  reference  to  the  40,000  shares  of  stock  of  the  Central 
Railroad  deposited  with  it  as  collateral  to  secure  the  bonds  of 
the  Georgia  Company,  it  was  stipulated  in  the  mortgage  that 
whenever  the  Terminal  Company  presented  a  bond  of  the 
Georgia  Company  the  Central  Trust  Company  should  issue 
in  lieu  thereof  a  bond  of  the  Terminal  Company.  Two  mil- 
lions of  the  bonds  of  the  Terminal  Company  were  left  on  de- 
posit with  the  Central  Trust  Company,  with  the  avowed  pur- 
pose of  procuring  by  the  use  of  said  bonds  the  32,000  shares 
of  stock  of  the  Central  Railroad,  which  had  not  yet  been  se- 
cured by  the  Terminal  Company  or  the  pro-  [341]  moters 
of  the  scheme  to  possess  and  control  the  Central  Railroad 
&  Banking  Company  of  Georgia.  The  Central  Trust  Com- 
pany thus  became  the  trustee  for  this  mortgage,  a  salient 
feature  of  which  was  the  design  to  compass  the  absolute  and 
undivided  ownership  of  the  Central  Railroad  by  a  company 
controlling  rival  lines,  largely  by  means  of  the  use  which 
had  been  made  of  a  majority  of  its  stock  held  in  a  block  by 
this  contract  or  voting  trust,  apparently  a  corporate  purpose 
to  obtain  $3,200,000  in  stock  of  a  company  it  controlled  for 
$2,000,000.  The  Terminal  Company  had  obtained  elsewhere 
2,200  shares  of  stock,  which  it  likewise  deposited  with  the 
Central  Trust  Company;  and  with  regard  to  all  of  this  stock, 
thus  deposited,  it  was  stipulated  by  the  promoters  of  the 
scheme  that  its  voting  power  should  be  retained  by  the 
Georgia  Company,  and  afterwards,  when  the  Terminal  Com- 
pany absorbed  that,  by  the  latter.  By  means  of  this  voting 
power  the  Terminal  Company  was  now  the  master  of  the 
destinies  of  the  Central  Railroad,  and  its  president  and  board 
of  directors  had  become  a  directory  which  was  in  the  control 
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of  the  Terminal  Company,  and,  if  need  be,  removable  by  it. 
In  pursuance  of  the  scheme,  this  directory  on  the  1st  day 
of  July,  1891,  leased  for  99  years  the  Central  Railroad  & 
Banking  Company  of  Greorgia,  and  all  of  its  property,  nom- 
inally to  the  Georgia  Pacific  Bailroad  Company,  but  really 
to  the  Bichmond  &  Danville  Company,  both  of  which  were 
under  the  control  of  tlie  Terminal  Company,  which  now 
directed  the  operation  of  all  the  Central  properties,  with  the 
most  disastrous  results  to  the  immense  and  vital  system  of 
which  it  had  thus  become  possessed.  This  lease  and  the 
proceedings  of  those  in  charge  of  the  control  of  the  Central 
Railroad  &  Banking  Company  are  attacked  by  the  original 
bill.  A  temporary  receiver  was  appointed.  While  this  offi- 
cer was  proceeding  to  take  possession  of  the  assets  of  the* 
Central  Railroad  &  Banking  Company  the  Gleorgia  Pacific 
and  Richmond  &  Danville  Companies  threw  up  the  lease, 
and  formally  abandoned  the  possession  of  all  the  properties. 
At  the  hearing  of  the  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  injunction 
prayed  for  should  not  be  granted,  and  the  receiver  appointed, 
after  an  investigation  lasting  through  several  days,  the 
court  (Judges  Pardee  and  Speer  presiding)  granted  an  in- 
terlocutory order  appointing  receivers  to  take  charge  of  the 
properties  and  assets  of  the  Central  Railroad  &  Banking 
Company,  and  all  subsidiary  railroads  and  steamship  com- 
panies. The  order  directed  an  election  for  a  board  of  direct- 
ors to  be  held  on  the  16th  day  of  May,  1892,  and  it  enjoined 
the  Central  Railroad  &  Banking  Company  from  recMving 
the  vote  of  the  42,200  shares  of  stock  controlled  by  the  Ter- 
minal Company,  and  held  by  the  Central  Trust  Company 
of  New  York.  It  provided,  however,  that,  in  case  there 
should  be  a  transfer  of  that  stock  in  good  faith,  it  might  be 
voted,  provided  that  the  court  approved  the  genuineness  and 
legality  of  the  transfer. 

The  proceeding  now  before  the  court  is  brought  to  have 
that  order  modified,  so  that  the  stock  may  be  voted  by  the 
Central  Trust  Company  and  counted  in  the  election  on  Mon- 
day next.  The  motion  involves  the  control  of  the  Central 
Railroad  &  Banking  Company  of  Georgia,  and  the  many  mil- 
lions of  property  which  constitute  its  assets.  The  Central 
Trust  [348]  Company  is  a  party  defendant  to  the  original 
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bill,  and,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  might  well  be  held  to  be 
bound  by  the  former  adjudication.  Its  counsel  were  present 
at  the  hearing.  The  cause  had  been  continued  in  part  upon 
the  application  of  its  counsel ;  they  stating  that  they  desired 
to  be  heard.  It  being  insisted,  however,  that  the  situation  of 
this  stock  has  been  changed  since  that  judgment  was  ren- 
dered, the  court  has  heard  its  application.  There  are  now 
presented  on  the  part  of  the  Central  Trust  Company  two 
written  representations,  one  signed  by  the  Georgia  Company, 
by  T.  W.  Scarborough,  president,  and  the  other  by  the  Rich- 
mond &  West  Point  Terminal  Railway  &  Warehouse  Com- 
pany, by  John  A.  Rutherford,  second  vice  president.  The 
representations  both  recite  the  fact  of  the  deposit  of  the 
40,000  shares  of  Central  Railroad  stock  with  the  Central 
Trust  Company  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  bonds  above 
mentioned,  and  they  both  contain  this  further  statement: 

"  It  may  be  claimed  that  the  adjudication  by  your  honorable  court 
bears  the  constmction  that  this  company  shall  not  exercise  the  riirlit 
to  vote  upon  the  said  stock  reserved  by  the  said  deed  of  trust,  and  in 
▼iew  of  such  decision  this  company  yields,  transfers,  and  surrenders 
any  right  which  it  possesses  or  possessed  to  vote  apon  the  said  stock,  or 
any  part  thereof,  at  the  election  of  the  shareholders  of  the  Central 
Railroad  &  Banking  Company  of  Georgia  to  be  held  May  16,  1882,  or 
at  any  adjournment  thereof,  in  favor  of  the  said  Central  Trust  Com- 
pany, representative  of  the  said  bondholders,  the  legal  and  equitable 
owners  of  the  said  40,000  shares  of  stock.  In  making  this  surrender 
of  any  right  to  vote  upon  the  said  stock,  the  Georgia  Company  repre- 
sents to  the  court  that  it  has  not  entered  Into  any  arrangement,  bar- 
gain, or  understanding  of  any  kind  or  nature  whatsoever  with  the 
said  Central  Trust  Company  in  respect  to  the  exercise  of  the  voting 
I)ower  upon  the  said  stock  by  that  company,  and  that  it  will  not  make 
or  endeavor  to  make  any  such  bargain,  con  tract  or  arrangement,  and 
that  the  said  Central  Trust  Company  shall  be  entirely  free,  independ- 
ent and  untrarameled.  so  far  as  the  said  Georgia  Company  is  con- 
cerned, from  any  direction,  interference,  or  control  in  the  exercise  by 
it  of  such  voting  power.*' 

The  representation  of  the  Terminal  Company  purports 
only  to  surrender  the  voting  right  in  2,200  shares  of  stock. 
Both  representations  restrict  the  transfer  of  the  voting  right 
reserved  by  the  Terminal  Company  to  the  election  to  be  held 
on  May  16, 1892,  or  at  any  adjournment  thereof.  It  is  diffi- 
cult to  perceive  how  this  instrument  differs  in  any  matter  of 
substance  from  an  ordinary  proxy.  The  transfer  of  the 
Georgia  Company  of  its  right  to  vote  the  stock  is  not  consid- 
ered by  the  court  as  material,  for  that  company  has  really 
no  control  over  the  stock  to  which  a  court  of  equity  will  pay 
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any  attention.  The  Georgia  Company  has  been  wholly  ab- 
sorbed by  the  Terminal  Company,  but  the  Terminal  Com- 
pany omits  to  malce  any  transfer  of  the  right  to  vote  the 
40,000  shares  of  stock  in  question,  and  limits  its  representa- 
tion to  the  court  to  2,200  shares,  which  it  has  presumably 
acquired  from  sources  other  than  the  Georgia  Company.  It 
follows,  therefore,  that  as  to  40,000  shares  of  this  stock  the 
condition  is  precisely  the  same  as  when  the  court  enjoined 
the  Central  Bailroad  from  receiving  or  counting  the  votes 
thereof,  for  the  reason  that  it  had  been  purchased  and  held 
in  violation  of  the  laws  and  constitution  of  Georgia.  But,  as 
we  have  seen,  the  transfer  of  [343]  the  Terminal  Company 
relating  to  2,200  shares  is  nothing  more  than  a  proxy;  and, 
the  Terminal  Company  being  enjoined  from  voting  the  stock 
directly,  it  cannot  be  permitted  to  vote  it  by  proxy,  unlesa, 
indeed,  it  is  thought  proper  to  set  aside  the  former  judgment 
of  the  court  in  this  respect.  There  appears  to  be  no  consider- 
ation whatever  for  this  transfer.  The  Central  Trust  Com- 
pany of  New  York  holds  this  stock  merely  as  a  naked  trustee 
to  secure  certain  bonds  for  which  it  was  pledged  as  collateral 
security.  Now,  when  those  bonds  were  issued  the  stock  thus 
pledged  had  attached  to  it  no  voting  power,  of  which  either 
the  Trust  Company  or  the  bondholders  had  the  right  to  avail 
themselves.  Its  voting  power,  therefore,  was  no  part  of  their 
security.  This  transfer,  even  if  it  were  efficacious  to  convey 
the  voting  franchise  of  all  the  stock,  would  be  merely  an  at- 
tempt to  ingraft  upon  the  trust  a  new  feature,  which  the  ben- 
eficiaries of  the  trust  did  not  seek,  or  expect,  at  the  time  of  its 
creation.  The  voting  of  the  stock  was  enjoined  because  it 
was  deemed  by  the  court  that  it  would  bring  about  a  public 
wrong,  the  gravity  of  which  cannot  well  be  foretold.  It  was 
further  deemed  to  threaten  the  continuance  and  perhaps  the 
aggravation  of  the  illegal  and  injurious  results  it  had  akeady 
accomplished.  If  the  Central  Trust  Company  was  wholly 
relieved  of  any  entanglement,  with  the  perplexed  and  chaotic 
condition,  which  the  voting  power  of  this  block  of  stock,  and 
the  illegal,  reckless,  and  destructive  management,  its  exer- 
cise, has  entailed  upon  these  properties,  the  court  would  even 
then  hesitate  long  before  it  would  avoid  the  injunction,  which 
was  the  outcome  of  the  most  anxious  consideration  by  the 
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leiumed  drcmt  judge,  and  by  the  district  judge,  merely  be- 
cause the  Terminal  Company,  enjoined  from  voting  itself, 
had  gratuitously  conveyed  to  the  Trust  Company  the  power 
which  the  latter  apparently  had  not  desired,  and  which  was 
in  no  sense  a  pa^  of  the  contract  with  its  bondholders.    But 
the  Central  Trust  Company  is  not,  in  our  opinion,  in  any 
view,  a  proper  party  to  vote  this  stock.    It  has  no  interest  of 
its  own  in  the  stock.    It  is  simply  a  stakeholder.    There  are 
many  situations  in  which  stock  may  be  so  placed  that  it 
becomes  inequitable  or  illegal  for  it  to  be  voted.    The  law 
places  the  voting  power  of  pledged  stock  in  the  pledgor  or 
mortgagor,  even  where  there  is  no  express  stipulation  to 
that  effect    Schofield  v.  Bank^  2  Cranch,  C.  C.  115;  VoweU 
T.  Thompson^  3  Cranch,  C.  C.  428.    And  where  the  pledgor 
or  mortgagor  is  disqualified  to  vote  the  stock  the  disqualifi- 
cation extends  as  well  to  the  pledgee  or  trustee.    Ex  parte 
Holmes,  5  Cow.  426;  1  Woods,  Ky.  Law,  §  61,  p.  149,  and 
cases  cited.    See,  also.  Bank  v.  Sibley j  71  Ga.  726;  Burgess 
V.  Seligman,  107  U.  S.  20,  2  Sup.  a.  Rep.  10.    It  may  well 
be  doubted  if  the  charter  of  the  Central  Trust  Company 
affords  any  authority  for  the  exercise  of  such  a  power.    It  is 
what  its  name  imports,  a  trust  company,  and,  as  was  well 
said  in  the  argument  of  one  of  the  counsel,  if  the  Central 
Trust  Company  "springs  from  the  passive  position  of  a 
naked  trustee  into  the  active  operation  of  a  great  railroad 
system,"  the  court  must  be  clearly  satisfied  of  its  authority 
by  law  to  do  so.    If  it  may  do  this,  it  has  within  its  gift 
the  appointment  of  every  officer  of  this  vast  railroad  system, 
from  president  to  flag-  [344]  man ;  and  all  the  vast  and  most 
important  powers  of  the  railroad,  powers  in  which  the  people 
of  states  distant  from  the  office  of  the  Central  Trust  Com- 
pany are  profoundly  concerned,  are  likewise  within  its  con- 
trol.   It  is  moreover  the  trustee,  as  we  are  informed  by  its 
counsel  and  as  it  appears  from  the  evidence,  for  twenty-six 
miUions  of  the  indebtedness  of  this  road.    It  is,  then,  the 
agent  for  its  creditors.    Can  it  also  be  the  agent  for  the 
debtor?    If  so,  it  is  easily  possible  that  when  the  agent  of  the 
creditor  perceives  a  debt  to  be  due  the  agent  for  the  debtor 
may  make  default,  and  thus  the  entire  property  be  brought 
to  the  block.    In  stating  this  possibility,  no  reflection  is  in- 
tended on  this  great  financial  institution,  but  the  law  will  not 
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permit  conflicting  trusts  or  conflicting  interests  to  be  reposed 
in  one  trustee. 

Besides,  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  accredited 
president  of  the  Central  Trust  Company  is  and  has  been  con- 
cerned as  the  financial  expert  seeking  to  bring  about  a  con- 
solidation and  reorganization  of  all  the  railroads  which  are 
or  have  been  under  the  control  of  the  Terminal  Company. 
These  roads  operate  the  ccmipeting  lines  in  the  state  of 
Georgia,  and  in  the  statement  of  March  1,  1892,  addressed 
by  Mr.  Frederick  P.  Olcott,  president  of  the  Central  Trust 
Company,  to  the  holders  of  securities  of  the  Terminal  C(Mn- 
pany,  this  appears: 

*'  In  view  of  the  pending  litigation  affecting  the  Central  Railroad  ft 
Banking  Company  of  Georgia,  and  questions  which  are  before  the 
courts  undetermined  respecting  its  existing  lease,  and  considering  the 
legal  dlfBculties  attending  a  consolidation  embracing  that  company, 
the  committee  has  found  it  advisable  to  make  no  provision  for  ihe 
present  for  taking  np  the  outstanding  stocks  or  securities  of  the  Cen- 
tral Railroad  ft  Banking  Company  of  Georgia,  but  the  interest  of  the 
Richmond  Terminal  Company  in  these  stocks  and  securities  wUl  vest 
in  a  new  corporation,  and  form  a  part  of  the  security  on  a  new  first 
mortgage  bond." 

The  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Georgia  securities  will 
be  covered  by  the  same  mortgage,  and  the  two  roads  will 
be  under  the  same  control.  Can  it  be  denied  that  this 
avowed  purpose  would  have  the  effect,  or  be  intended  to  have 
the  effect,  to  defeat  or  lessen  competition,  and  to  encourage 
monopoly?  And  yet  with  the  voting  power  of  this  stock 
in  its  control  the  Trust  Company  can  accomplish  this  result. 
Not  only  is  this  true,  but  if  it  be  competent  for  the  Central 
Trust  Company  to  operate  one  railroad  system  of  which  it 
holds  securities,  if  a  few  words  from  the  mortgagor,  trans- 
ferring the  voting  power  of  stocks  pledged  with  it,  can 
give  it  control,  what  it  may  do  with  one  road  it  may  do  with 
another.  If  it  may  vote  the  stock  of  the  Central,  it  may  vote 
the  stock  of  the  East  Tennessee,  Virginia  &  Greorgia,  the 
Louisville  &  Nashville,  and  all  the  others,  and  thus  the 
railroads  of  an  entire  section  may  be  the  playthings  of  the 
officers  of  this  corporation.  Surely  this  may  tend  to  defeat 
or  lessen  competition  and  to  encourage  monopoly.  But 
whatever  may  be  the  powers  of  the  Central  Trust  Company 
elsewhere,  it  certainly  cannot  exercise  such  powers  as  we 
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have  described  within  the  state  of  Georgia.  A  corporation 
of  this  state  could  not  do  so.  Comity  between  the  states 
authorizes  a  corporation  to  exercise  its  charter  powers 
nittiin  another  state,  but  it  does  not  permit  the  exercise  of 
a^  power  where  the  policy  of  [845]  that  state,  distinctly 
marked  by  legislative  enactments  or  constitutional  provi- 
SBon,  forbids  it  Runyan  v.  Ooater^  14  Pet.  122;  MeDanogh 
T.  Murdoek,  15  How.  867;  MarahaU  v.  Railroad  Go.^  16 
How.  814. 

It  is  said,  however,  that,  by  the  charter  of  the  Central  Rail- 
road A  Banking  Company,  other  corporations  may  own 
stock  in  that  company.  It  is  quite  evident  that  the  language 
upon  which  counsel  for  the  movant  rely  relates  to  corpora- 
tions of  the  classes  mentioned  in  the  charter.  The  cities  of 
Macon  and  Savannah  are  mentioned,  and  other  corporations 
are  authorized.  Under  a  familiar  rule  of  construction,  this 
would  seem  to  mean  other  municipal  corporations.  Be  thin 
as  it  may,  if  any  other  corporation  had  not  purchased  the 
stock  before  the  constitution  of  1877,  such  other  corporations 
cannot  since  then  buy  it,  or  hold  it  on  any  contract  or  agree- 
ment whatever  which  might  have  the  effect,  or  be  intended 
to  have  the  effect,  to  defeat  or  lessen  competition  or  to  en- 
courage monopoly.  This  would  be  especially  true  of  a  non- 
resident corporation,  which,  when  it  enters  tiie  state,  does  so 
with  submission  to  the  settled  policy  of  the  state.  The  court 
recognizes  the  soundness  of  the  authorities  cited  by  the 
learned  coimsel  for  movant  in  argument.  It  is,  however, 
true  that  they  do  not  apply  to  a  case  like  this.  It  is  perhaps 
true  that  there  is  no  precedent  precisely  pertinent  to  the 
grave  issues  presented  by  this  controversy.  They  have  sprung 
into  existence  because  of  the  marvelous  railroad  development 
of  the  country,  and  because  of  the  ease  and  facility  with 
which  a  trust  owning  a  bare  majority  of  the  stock  of  a  cor- 
poration can  nullify  and  deaden  the  vote  of  all  the  minority 
stock,  however  great  the  minority,  or  however  rightful  and 
intelligent  would  be  its  exercise.  The  alarming  effect  of  this 
power  may  be  illustrated  by  the  facts  of  this  case.  Forty 
thousand  shares  of  stock  have  deadened  the  votes  of  82,000 
duures,  and  have  controlled  as  many  millions  in  values.  These 
40,000  shares  have  been  deposited,  and  bonds  issued  thereon. 
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If  the  voting  power  of  the  stock  is  apportioned  among  the 
bonds,  20,100  shares  may  control  the  policy  of  the  entire  block, 
and  these  20,100  shares  may  thus  control  all  the  millions  be- 
longing to  the  Central  properties,  and  yet  stockholders  who 
have  32,000  shares  have  no  voice  in  the  management  of  the 
;MX>perties,  in  which  perhaps  their  all  is  invested. 

Even  where  individuals  form  a  combination  to  control  the 
majority  stock  of  a  corporation,  and  agree  not  to  transfer 
their  shares  to  the  opposition  or  not  to  vote  against  the  com- 
bination, such  contracts  have  been  held  to  be  void  as  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  and  against  public  policy.  Ordinarily  any 
stockholder  may  withdraw  from  such  a  contract,  although  it 
is  expressly  agreed  that  it  shall  be  irrevocable.  1  Beach^  Priv. 
Corp.  §  805,  and  cases  cited. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  petitioners  that  the  Terminal  Company 
has  no  appreciable  interest  in  the  stock  of  the  Central  Bail- 
road.  The  interest  it  formerly  had  was  conveyed  by  the 
mortgage  of  1889.  The  bonds  executed  under  that  mortgage, 
and  secured  by  the  Central  stock,  have  long  ago  hem.  sold, 
and  the  proceeds  appropriated  by  the  Terminal  Company. 
But  that  company  has  a  substantial  and  large  pecuniary  in- 
terest in  the  [346]  Bichmond  &  Danville  and  the  East  Ten- 
nessee, Virginia  &  Georgia  Bailroads.  These  roads  are  the 
natural  competitors  of  tiie  Central.  Is  it  surprising,  then, 
that  the  Terminal  Company,  controlling  by  this  "  voting 
trust "  the  management  of  the  Central,  should  make  the  road 
in  which  it  is  not  interested  suffer  for  the  benefit  of  its  rivals, 
which  it  not  only  controls,  but  possesses?  It  is  not  difficult 
to  perceive  that  a  combination  of  corporations  which  produces 
a  condition  so  inequitable  cannot  be  sanctioned  by  the  law. 
We  believe  that  transactions  of  this  character  are  within  the 
spirit,  if  not  within  the  letter,  of  the  act  of  congress,  known 
as  the  "  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Law."  Act  July  2,  1890,  (26 
St.  at  Large,  p.  209.)  It  certainly  is,  as  we  have  seen,  ob- 
noxious to  the  law  of  Greorgia,  and  it  was  certainly  as  obnox- 
ious to  the  common  law.  The  baleful  effects  of  such  an  un- 
lawful scheme  have  been  most  significantly  illustrated  by 
the  record  itself.  The  property  of  one  of  the  oldest  and  most 
renowned  railroads  in  the  United  States  has  been  brought  to 
the  verge  of  ruin.    These  stocks  were  once  so  solvent  and 
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reliable  that  trust  estates,  the  property  of  widows  and  or- 
phans, of  charitable  and  eleemosynary  institutions,  were  in- 
vested in  them,  at  the  will  of  ihe  trustees,  without  an  order 
of  court  to  sanction  the  investment  The  properties  have 
been  impoverished  in  every  department  Skillful  artisans 
and  mechanics,  who  from  their  apprenticeship  have  been  in 
the  service  of  the  companies,  have  been  turned  away.  Vast 
buildings  which  were  once  musical  with  the  whirr  of  machin- 
ery and  the  voices  of  prosperous  and  contented  workingmen, 
earning  by  their  useful  and  valuable  labor  a  comfortable 
livelihood,  are  now  voiceless.  The  ashes  sleep  undisturbed 
on  the  forge,  and  the  hammer  rusts  on  the  anvil.  Merchants 
and  tradesmen  who  have  depended  upon  the  purchasing 
power  of  these  operatives  have  been  threatened  with  ruin; 
numberless  houses  once  occupied  by  their  happy  famili^  are 
now  vacant;  and  those  whose  all  is  invested  in  the  securities 
of  this  company  are  haunted  with  the  expectation  that  the 
road  may  default  upon  its  obligations,  and  be  sold  under  the 
hammer  on  foreclosure,  and  the  provision  made  for  their  de- 
clining years  swept  from  existence.  But  this,  and  all  of  this, 
is  unimportant,  compared  with  the  greater  interest  of  the 
people  in  their  rightful  demand  that  the  corporation  created 
by  them,  and  granted  vast  and  valuable  franchises,  shall  be 
managed  as  a  railroad  upon  lawful  business  principles,  in 
the  transportation  of  freight  and  passengers,  and  for  the 
development  of  the  state,  and  that  it  shall  not  be  the  toy  of 
the  speculator,  and  that  the  franchises  which  they  granted 
for  nobler  purposes  shall  not  be  made  the  instrument  of  their 
ruin  and  the  degradation  of  the  state.  The  possession  of  its 
stock  does  not  give  uncontrollable  right  in  the  management 
of  a  railroad  corporation.  The  right  of  the  state  that  the 
corporation  should  conform  to  the  purposes  for  which  the 
law  created  it  is  wholly  paramount  to  any  and  all  rights  of 
stockholders.  It  may  not  be  doubted  that  the  values  repre- 
sented by  these  42,000  shares  of  stock  are  entitled  to  the  pro- 
tection of  the  court,  and  they  will  be  protected.  When  it  is 
offered  to  vote  them  with  the  ligitimate  purpose  for  which 
the  majority  of  shares  of  stock  in  a  corporation  may  be  law- 
fully voted,  at  the  instance  [847]  of  parties  who  have  legal 
authority  to  hold  and  vote  them,  they  will  be  voted.    The 
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court  will  be,  moreover,  happy  to  entertain  any  proposition 
for  voting  them  which  will  result  in  the  management  of 
this  road  in  such  manner  that  it  need  not  be  wrecked ;  in  such 
manner  that  its  matchless  properties  may  be  utilized  to  pay 
its  obligations  as  they  mature,  and  to  protect  its  values.  It  is 
well  understood  by  the  court  that  the  mere  fact  that  this 
stock  may  not  be  voted  in  its  present  illegal  statits  is  a  menace 
to  the  credit  of  the  Central  Bailroad,  and  to  the  power  of  the 
court  and  of  its  receivers  to  redeem  it  for  die  benefit  of  all 
concerned.  We  have  no  doubt  that,  properly  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  law,  with  the  encouragement  of  those 
who  are  friendly  to  it,  which  its  great  importance  deserves, 
the  Central  Bailroad  &  Banking  Company  cannot  only  pay 
its  obligations  as  they  mature,  but  rehabilitate  its  fortunes, 
imperiled  as  they  are  by  this  illegal  trust  voting  a  majorty  of 
the  stock,  the  exercise  of  which  the  court  has  enjoined.  Thr; 
court  is  quite  as  solicitous  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  credit- 
ors as  of  stockholders  of  this  great  property,  but  there  is 
nothing  in  this  motion  which  will  justify  the  court  in  chang- 
ing the  order,  which  was  mainly,  indeed,  we  may  say  almost 
wholly  attributable  to  the  wisdom,  experience,  and  acumen  of 
the  learned  circuit  judge;  an  order  intended  to  preserve  the 
property  for  the  present,  to  gather  anew  its  dissipated  assets, 
and  to  restore  it  as  speedily  as  possible  to  the  lawful  charge 
of  those  who  may  be  found  legally  entitled  to  its  management 
and  control.    Let  an  order  be  taken,  denjdng  the  application. 


[469]      UNITED  STATES  v.  GREENHDT  ET  AL. 

(District  Ck>urt,  D.  Massachusetts.    May  16,  1892.) 
[50  Fed.,  469.] 

iLLBOAii  Tbustb  AND  MoNOFOLns — INDICTMENT. — ^Act  Cong.  July  2» 
1890,  (26  St  p.  209,)  **  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlaw- 
ful restraints  and  monopolies,"  provides,  in  section  2,  that  "every 
person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine 
or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopolize,  any  part 
of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with  foreign 
nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,*'  etc.  Held,  that 
an  indictment  thereunder  which  tAiin  to  allege  that  defendants  mo- 
nopolised, or  conspired  to  monopolize,  trade  and  commerce  among 
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the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  fails  to  state  an  offense, 
even  though  it  does  allege  that  th^  did  certain  acts  with  intent  to 
monopolize  the  traffic  in  distilled  spirits  among  the  several  states, 
and  that  they  have  destroyed  free  competition  in  such  traffic  In  one 
of  the  states,  and  increased  the  price  of  distilled  spirits  therehL* 

At  I^w.  Prosecution  of  Joseph  B.  Greenhut  and  others 
for  violation  of  the  law  against  monopolies.  Indictment 
(|uashed. 

Frank  D.  Allen,  U.  S.  Atty. 

Elihu  Root,  Richard  OVney,  Simpson,  Thacher  <6  Bamumy 
Charles  A.  Prince,  and  Bordman  HaU,  for  defendants. 

Nelson,  District  Judge. 

This  is  an  indictment  under  the  second  section  of  the  act 
of  congress  approved  July  2,  1890,  entitled  "  An  act  to  pro- 
tect trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  mo- 
nopolies." 26  St.  p.  209.  The  indictment  sets  forth  that 
the  defendants  are  the  officers  of  the  Distilling  and  Cattle 
Feeding  Ck>mpany,  a  corporation  chartered  by  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Illinois,  and  having  its  principal  place  of  business  in 
Peoria,  in  that  state;  that,  as  such  officers,  they  purchased  or 
leased  seventy-eight  theretofore  competing  distilleries  within 
the  United  States;  and,  within  certain  dates  specified,  used, 
managed,  controlled,  and  operated  said  distilleries,  and  man- 
ufactured sixty-six  million  gallons  of  distilled  spirits,  and 
sold  the  product  within  the  United  States,  part  of  it  in  the 
district  of  Massachusetts,  at  prices  [470]  fixed  by  them,  the 
whole  being  seventy-five  per  cent,  of  all  the  distilled  spirits 
manufactured  and  sold  within  the  United  States  during  the 
l)eriod;  that  all  said  acts  (except  the  purchasing  and  leasing 
of  the  distilleries)  were  done  with  the  intent  to  monopolize 
to  the  company  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  distilled  spirits 
in  Massachusetts,  and  among  the  several  states,  to  increase  the 
usual  prices  at  which  distilled  spirits  were  sold,  to  prevent 
and  counteract  free  competition  in  the  sale  of  distilled  spirits, 
and  thereby  to  exact  great  sums  of  money  from  citizens  of 
Massachusetts  and  of  the  several  states,  and  from  all  others 
purdiasing;  that,  in  pursuance  of  such  intent,  the  defend- 
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unts,  as  such  officers,  agreed  with  D.  T.  Mills  and  Co.  and 
other  dealers  in  Massachusetts  that,  if  such  dealers  would  buy 
all  their  supplies  of  distilled  spirits  from  the  company  for 
six  months,  the  company  would  give  them  a  rebate  of  two 
cents  a  gaUon  on  their  purchases;  that  by  means  of  the  rebate 
agreements  and  by  their  control  of  the  distilleries,  and  of  the 
manufacture,  sale,  and  prices  of  seventy-five  per  cent,  of  all 
the  distilled  spirits  manufactured  and  sold  in  the  United 
States  during  the  period  named,  the  company,  and  the  de- 
fendants as  its  officers,  had  made  large  sales  of  distilled 
spirits  to  D.  T.  Mills  and  Co.  and  other  dealers  in  Massachu- 
setts at  prices  fixed  by  the  defendants  in  excess  of  the  usual 
prices  at  which  such  spirits  were  then  sold  in  that  state,  such 
spirits  having  been  manufactured  in  other  states,  and  trans- 
ported therefrom  into  Massachusetts,  and  had  unlawfully 
monopolized  to  said  company  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
distilled  spirits,  and  had  increased  the  usual  prices  at  which 
distilled  spirits  were  then  sold  m  Massachusetts,  and  had 
prevented  and  counteracted  the  effect  of  free  competition  in 
the  price  of  spirits  in  Massachusetts,  and  had  exacted  and 
procured  great  sums  of  money  in  said  district  from  D.  T. 
Mills  and  Co.  and  others.  To  this  indictment  the  defendant 
Greenhut  filed  a  motion  to  quash,  and  the  other  defendants 
demurred,  upon  the  ground  that  the  indictment  is  insufficient 
in  law,  and  does  not  charge  any  offense  created  by  any 
statute  of  the  United  States. 
The  second  section  of  the  act  is  as  follows : 

"  Every  person  who  BhaU  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or 
combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopolize 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with 
foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and.  on  con- 
viction thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand 
dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  said 
punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 

An  indictment  framed  under  this  section  should  contain 
a  distinct  averment  in  the  words  of  the  statute,  or  in  equiva- 
lent language,  that,  by  means  of  the  acts  charged,  the  defend- 
ants had  monopolized,  or  had  combined  or  conspired  to  mo- 
nopolize, trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states  or 
with  foreign  nations.  This  indictment  contains  no  such  aver- 
ment It  does  not  charge  that  the  defendants  entered  into 
any  unlawful  combination  or  conspiracy.    Nor  does  it  con- 
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tain  any  averment  that  they  had  monopolized  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  states  [471]  or  with  foreign  nations. 
It  avers  merely  that  by  means  of  the  acts  alleged  they  had 
monopolized  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  distilled  spirits, 
without  stating  that  in  so  doing  they  had  monopolized  trade 
and  conmierce  in  distilled  spirits  among  the  several  states  or 
with  foreign  nations.  It  is  true  that  the  indictment  charges 
that  the  defendants  have  done  certain  things  with  intent  to 
monopolize  the  traffic  in  distiUed  spirits  among  the  several 
states,  and  that  they  have  increased  the  usual  prices  at  which 
distilled  spirits  were  sold  in  Massachusetts,  and  have  pre- 
vented and  counteracted  the  effect  of  free  competition  in  such 
traffic  in  Massachusetts.  But  none  of  these  things  are  singly 
made  offenses  by  the  statute.  The  indictment  in  this  par- 
ticular is  clearly  insufficient  according  to  the  elementary 
rules  of  criminal  pleading,  and  charges  no  offense  within  the 
letter  or  spirit  of  the  second  section  of  the  statute. 

Other  questions  presented  upon  this  indictment  were  ar- 
gued by  counsel,  and  among  them  the  important  questions 
whether  the  acts  charged  constitute  an  unlawful  monopoly, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute;  and,  if  they  do,  whether 
congress  has  the  constitutional  authority  to  declare  such  act? 
to  be  unlawful  and  criminal,  and  whether  the  things  charged 
against  the  defendants  were  not  rather  the  doings  of  the  cor- 
poration than  of  its  officers.  In  regard  to  these  questions  it 
is  only  necessary  to  remark  that  they  seem  to  be  of  such  a 
character  as  to  require  that  they  should  not  be  decided  finally 
against  the  government  by  the  trial  court,  but  should  be  re- 
served for  the  determination  of  the  appellate  court,  when 
presented  upon  an  indictment  not  otherwise  insufficient  in 
law.    Indictment  quashed.    Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


[205]  IN  RE  CORNING  ET  AL. 

UNITED  STATES  v.  GREENHUT  ET  AL. 

XDistrict  Court,  N.  D.  Ohio,  B.  D.    June  11,  1892.) 

[61  Fed.,  20K.] 

UoHGfOUEB — CancnfAL  Law— IifDioTMsnT. — An  indictment  under  the 
act  of  July  %  1890,  relathiir  to  monopoHes,  averred  that  deftodantB, 
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in  pursuance  of  a  combination  to  restrain  trade  in  distillery  prod* 
nets  between  tbe  states  and  monopolize  tbe  traffic  therein,  acquired 
by  lease  or  purchase,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  some  70  dis- 
tilleries, producing  three  quarters  of  the  distillery  products  of  tlie 
United  States,  and  that  they  continued  to  operate  the  same  after 
the  passage  of  the  law,  and  by  certain  described  means  sold  tlie 
product  at  increased  prices.  Held,  that  no  crime  was  charged  In 
respect  to  the  piurchase  or  continued  operation  of  tbe  distilleries, 
since  there  was  no  averment  that  defendants  obligated  the  vendors  of 
the  distilleries  not  to  build  others,  or  to  withhold  their  capital  or 
experience  from  the  business.^ « 

8AME.--The  indictment  further  averred  that  defendants,  in  pursuance 
of  the  combination,  shipped  certain  of  tbe  products  to  Massachu* 
setts,  and  sold  them  there  tlirough  their  distributing  agents  to 
dealers,  who  were  promised  a  rebate  of  five  cents  per  gallon  on  their 
purchases,  provided  such  dealers  purchased  their  distillery  products 
exclusively  from  the  distributing  agents,  and  sold  them  no  lower 
than  the  prescribed  list  prices,  said  rebate  to  be  paid  when  such 
dealers  should  sign  a  certificate  that  they  had  so  purchased  and  sold 
for  six  months;  and  that  by  this  means  defendants  had  controlled 
and  increased  the  price  of  distillery  products  in  Massachusetta 
Held,  that  no  crime  was  charged  with  respect  to  such  sales,  since 
there  was  no  averment  of  any  contract  whereby  the  purchasers 
bound  themselves  not  to  purchase  from  others,  or  not  to  sell  at  less 
than  list  prices. 

Gbihinal  Law — Federal  Coubts — Removal  of  Pbisoneb. — On  an 
application  to  a  federal  court  for  the  removal  of  a  resident  of  the 
district  to  a  distant  state  and  district  for  trial,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  scrutinize  the  indictment,  disregarding  technical  defects, 
but  to  refuse  the  warrant  if  the  crime  alleged  is  not  triable  in  the 
district  to  which  a  removal  is  sought,  or  if  the  indictment  falls  to 
charge  any  offense  under  the  law. 

At  Law.  Indictment  against  Joseph  B.  Greenhut  and 
others  for  violating  the  law  against  monopolies.  Heard  on 
application  for  a  warrant  to  remove  defendants  to  another 
distxict  for  trial.    Denied  and  prisoners  discharged. 

Allen  T.  Brinsmadey  Dist.  Atty.,  for  the  United  States. 

Elihu  Rootj  Tho8.  Thatcher^  and  8.  E.  WiUiamsan^  for 
defendants. 

^  See  U.  S.  V.  Greenhut,  50  Fed.  Rep.  469  [ante  p.  30],  for  a  decision 
in  the  district  court  of  Massachusetts  on  motion  to  quash, 
a  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1802,  by  West  Publishing  Ck>. 
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BiGKS,  District  Judge. 

This  cause  comes  before  me  upon  the  application  by  the 
district  attorney  for  a  warrant  for  removal  to  the  district  of 
Massachusetts  of  Warren  Coming  and  Julius  French,  citi- 
zens of  this  judicial  district,  against  whom  is  pending  an 
indictment  preferred  by  the  United  States  in  the  district 
oourt  for  the  district  of  Massachusetts.  A  certified  copy  of 
the  indictment,  together  with  the  return  of  A.  J.  Williams,  a 
United  States  commissioner  for  the  circuit  court  of  this  dis- 
trict, that  said  defendants  refused  to  give  baif,  and  were  by 
him  conmiitted,  is  filed.  The  defendants  object  to  the  grant- 
ing of  a  warrant  for  removal,  because  the  indictment  does 
not  charge  an  offense  against  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
Being  residents  and  citizens  of  this  judicial  district,  they 
[206]  claim  the  right,  upon  this  application,  to  challenge 
the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment,  and  insist  that  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  district  judge,  before  ordering  the  removal  of  a  citizen 
to  a  distant  district  for  trial,  to  scrutinize  the  indictment, 
and  to  refuse  the  warrant  in  case  it  appears  upon  the  face  of 
the  indictment  either  that  the  crime  alleged  was  not  com- 
mitted in  the  district  to  which  the  removal  is  asked,  or  that 
the  indictment  does  not  sufficiently  charge  an  offense  under 
the  law,  or  for  other  material  defects  in  that  instrument,  or 
in  the  act  upon  which  it  is  f oimded.  The  order  of  removal  is 
not  a  mere  ministerial  act  on  the  part  of  the  district  judge, 
but  is  a  judicial  function,  including  the  exercise  of  a  legal 
discretion  upon  the  papers  presented  in  support  of  the  appli- 
cation. I  fully  concur  in  tiie  opinion  of  Judges  Dillon  and 
Treat  in  Re  BiteU,  3  Dill.  116.  In  that  case,  on  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment  was 
for  the  court  in  which  it  was  found,  and  not  for  the  district 
judge  on  an  application  for  the  warrant  of  removal.  Judge 
Dillon  said : 

"  I  cannot  agree  to  the  proposition  in  the  breadth  claimed  for  It  in 
the  present  casa  The  provision  devolves  on  a  high  Judicial  officer 
of  the  government  a  usefal  and  Important  duty.  In  a  country  of  such 
vast  extent  as  ours,  It  Is  not  a  light  matter  to  arrest  a  supposed 
offender,  and,  on  the  mere  order  of  an  Inferior  magistrate,  remove  him 
hnndreds,  It  may  be  thousands,  of  miles  for  trial.  The  law  wisely 
provides  the  previous  saiiction  of  the  district  Judge  to  such  removal. 
Here  tp**hwi^i  defects  in  an  indictmoit  should  not  be  regarded ;  but 
A  district  Judge  who  sbonid  order  the  removal  of  a  prisoner  when  the 
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only  probable  cause  relied  on  or  shown  was  an  Indictment,  and  that  In- 
dictment failed  to  show  an  offense  against  the  United  States,  •  •  ^ 
would  misconceive  bis  dnty,  and  fall  to  protect  the  liberty  of  the 
dtlsen." 

Ordinarily,  where  an  offense  charged  was  committed  in  the 
district  where  one  or  more  of  the  several  defendants  reside, 
the  trial  of  the  accused  should  be  had  in  the  district  of  which 
he  is  or  they  are  inhabitants.  Where  an  offense  has  been 
conmiitted  in  several  different  districts,  and  the  accused  re- 
side in  other  and  different  districts,  the  government  has  a 
right  to  elect  in  which  one  of  the  districts  the  prosecution 
may  be  conducted ;  and,  under  proper  conditions,  may  elect 
to  prosecute  them  in  a  district  other  than  that  in  which  they 
or  either  of  them  reside.  There  may  be  exceptional  condi- 
tions which  would  justify  prosecution  in  a  district  remote 
from  that  in  which  any  one  of  a  number  of  defendants  re- 
sides, or  far  remote  from  the  district  where  the  principal  busi- 
ness of  the  accused  is  conducted.  But  the  spirit  of  our  laws 
is  to  indict  and  try  offenses  in  the  district  where  the  defend- 
ants reside,  if  the  offense  was  committed  in  such  district,  and 
if  local  influences  and  prejudices  are  not  too  serious  ob- 
stacles to  be  overcome. 

I  am  moved  to  these  remarks  because  it  appears  in  this  case 
that,  if  the  indictment  sufficiently  charges  an  offense  in  the 
district  of  Massachusetts,  a  similar  offense  was  conunitted 
in  almost  every  other  district  of  the  United  States,  and  more 
flagrantly  in  the  district  in  which  some  of  the  accused  re- 
side, and  in  one  of  which  several  of  them  reside  and  conduct 
their  principal  business.  It  appears  from  the  indictment 
that  one  of  the  defendants  resides  in  the  southern  district 
of  New  York,  where  [207]  many  transactions  similar  to 
those  averred  in  the  indictment  take  place;  several  reside  in 
the  southern  district  of  Ohio;  several  reside  in  this  district; 
and  several  reside  in  the  northern  district  of  Illinois,  where  the 
corporation  was  organized  and  has  its  legal  residence,  and 
conducts  its  principal  business.  In  each  of  these  four  dis- 
tricts similar  offenses  were  committed. 

These  are  not  stated  as  reasons  why  they  should  not  be 
removed  for  trial,  if,  in  fact,  a  sufficient  indictment  is  pending 
against  them  in  the  district  of  Massachusetts,  but  rather  as 
justifying  a  closer  scrutiny   into  the  indictment  than  if  the 
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only  offenses  committed  were  those  alleged  in  this  indict- 
ment, or  the  district  of  Massachusetts  was  the  only  place 
where  the  strong  arm  of  the  law  could  reach  them.  Does  the 
indictment  charge  an  offense  under  the  act  of  July  2,  1890, 
known  as  ^  An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against 
unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies?  "  The  first  secticm  of 
the  act  declares  illegal  **  every  combination  in  the  form  of 
trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations.'' 
The  second  section  declares  that  "every  person  who  shall 
monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine  or  conspire 
with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopolize  any  part  of 
the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with  for- 
eign nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.** 

The  indictment  alleges  that  before  the  enactment  of  the 
law  in  question  the  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  monopo- 
hzing  and  restraining  the  trade  and  commerce  in  distillery 
products  among  the  several  states  of  the  nation,  combined 
with  others,  and  purchased  or  leased  or  otherwise  obtained 
control  of  70  distilleries,  which  had  theretofore  been  com- 
peting, separate  distilleries,  and  so  operated  them  as  to  pro- 
duce 77,000,000  gallons  of  distillery  product,  which  output 
comprised  about  75-100  of  the  total  production  of  the  dis- 
tilleries of  the  United  States;  and  that  the  condition  of 
trade  in  such  products  during  the  period  charged  was  such 
that  the  defendants,  by  means  of  their  combination,  were  able 
to  prevent  free  competition  on  the  actual  price  of  such  prod- 
ucts, and  thereby  control  the  price,  so  as  to  augment  and  in- 
crease the  price  thefeof  to  consumers  in  the  district  of  Mas- 
sachusetts, and  to  restrain  trade  therein  among  the  several 
states. 

The  first  count  of  the  indictment  alleges  a  combination  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants  to  restrain  the  trade  and  conmierce 
in  the  district  of  Massachusetts,  and  between  that  state  and 
other  states  of  the  Union,  in  distillery  products,  of  which  it 
charges  that  defendants  produced  75-100  of  the  entire  pro- 
duction of  the  United  States,  and  avers  that  on  October  8, 
1890,  they  sold  to  Mills  &  Gaffield,  in  Boston,  5,642.82  gal- 
lons of  alcohol,  said  alcohol  being  part  of  the  product  of  said 
distilleries,  and  made  in  Peoria,  HI.,  and  intended  to  be  trans- 
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ported  and  sold  to  said  Mills  &  Gaflield  in  Boston ;  and  with 
the  intent  to  restrain  the  trade  therein  they  fixed  the  price 
at  which  said  Mills  &  Gaffield  should  sell  tlie  same  in  I'le  dis- 
trict of  Massachusetts,  or  for  transportation  to  the  other 
states,  and  did  compel  said  Mills  &  Gailield  to  sell  said  alco- 
hoi  at  no  less  price  than  that  fixed  by  the  defendants;  and, 
by  reason  of  their  com-  [208]  bination,  said  defendants  did 
control  the  amount  of  said  products  sold  in  said  district  oi 
for  transportation  to  other  states,  and  did  counteract  the 
effect  of  free  competition  on  the  usual  price  at  which  said 
products  were  sold  in  Massachusetts  or  for  transportation 
to  other  states,  and  did  increase  and  augment  the  price  at 
which  said  products  were  sold  in  said  state,  and  for  trans- 
portation to  other  states,  and  did  thereby  exact  and  procure 
great  sums  of  money  from  the  citizens  of  said  district,  and 
thereby,  and  by  other  means  to  the  jurors  unknown,  restrain 
the  trade  and  commerce  in  said  products,  between  the  state 
of  Massachusetts  and  other  states  of  the  Union. 

The  second  count  charges  the  defendants  with  combining 
and  monopolizing  to  themselves  the  trade  and  commerce  in 
distillery  products.  It  charges,  in  the  same  terms  set  forth 
in  the  first  count,  the  purchase  and  lease  of  70  distilleries, 
controlling  75-100  of  the  distillery  products  of  the  United 
States,  which  distilleries  had  been  before  that  time  compet- 
ing producers ;  and  with  the  same  purpose,  to  monopolize  the 
trade  in  said  products,  they  made  75-100  of  the  entire  output 
of  the  distilleries  of  the  several  states;  and  with  the  intent 
of  controlling  the  trade  and  price  of  said  products  in  said 
state  of  Massachusetts,  and  between  the  several  states,  and  of 
monopolizing  the  trade  in  said  state  and  between  said  states, 
did,  on  the  18th  day  of  September,  1890,  sell  to  C.  I.  Hood 
A  Co.,  of  Lowell,  in  said  state,  through  Webb  &  Harrison, 
as  distributing  agents  for  defendants,  526.52  proof  gallons  of 
alcohol,  and  with  intent  to  monopolize  said  trade  did  then 
and  thereby  promise  said  Hood  that  if,  for  a  certain  time 
agreed  upon,  said  Hood  should  purchase  exclusively  from  the 
defendants  his  supplies  of  sudi  goods  as  defendants  were 
then  making,  and  during  that  period  should  not  sell  such 
goods  at  any  lower  prices  than  the  list  of  the  defendants'  dis- 
tributing agents,  and  should  subscribe  to  a  certificate  that  ho 
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had  purdiased  all  such  supplies  from  defendants,  and  had 
not  sold  the  same  at  prices  lower  than  their  distributing 
agents  had  sold  the  same,  then  defendants  would  return  to 
said  Hood  five  cents  per  proof  gallon  on  the  goods  so  pur- 
chased by  Hood.  On  September  23,  1891,  Kelly  &  Durkee 
having  purchased  from  said  Webb  &  Harrison,  as  distrib- 
uting agents  of  defendants,  85.54  proof  gallons  of  alcohol, 
said  defendants,  with  intent  to,  and  in  pursuance  of  said  at- 
tempt to  monopolize  the  trade,  etc.,  did  at  Boston,  on  said 
date,  promise  Kelly  &  Durkee  that,  if  for  the  period  agreed 
on  they  purchased  exclusively  of  one  or  more  certain  dealers 
named,  their  supplies  of  goods  then  made  by  defendants,  said 
dealers  being  tlien  distributing  agents  for  defendants,  and 
should  not  sell  such  goods  at  any  lower  prices  than- such 
dealers'  list  prices,  which  said  defendants  controlled  and 
fixed,  and  should  certify  that  they  purchased  all  their  dis- 
tillery products  for  said  period  from  some  one  of  the  dealers 
so  named  by  defendants,  and  had  not  sold  any  goods  so  pur- 
chased at  any  lower  prices  than  said  dealers'  list  prices,  with 
freight  (if  any)  paid,  then  said  defendants  would  repay  to 
said  Kelly  &  Durkee  five  cents  for  each  proof  gallon  pur- 
chased; and  that  defendants,  in  pursuance  of  said  combina- 
tion, did  make  other  promises  to  Hood,  to  the  [209]  same 
effect,  and  also  to  Kelly  &  Durkee,  and  didvthereby,  in  the 
way  charged,  attempt  to  monopolize  the  trade  in  said  prod- 
ucts in  said  district,  and  between  the  several  states  of  the 
Union. 

The  third  count  charges  a  combination  in  restraint  of 
trade,  alleging  a  transaction  with  Hood  on  October  2,  1891, 
involving  purchases  by  him  of  518.81  gallons  of  distillery 
products,  under  circumstances  substantially  the  same  as 
averred  in  the  preceding  counts;  alleging  that  defendants 
promised  Hood,  six  months  from  the  date  of  said  purchases, 
a  rebate  of  five  cents  per  gallon,  upon  conditions  similar 
to  those  averred  in  the  second  count,  and  averring  divers 
other  similar  contracts  with  Hood  in  the  said  district. 

And  the  fourth  count  avers  that  on  the  7th  day  of  May, 
1892,  said  defendants  entered  into  a  certain  contract  in  re* 
straint  of  trade  and  commerce  in  distillery  products  among 
the  several  states,  and  e5?pecially  in  restraint  of  trade  and 
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commerce  in  Massachusetts  and  other  states,  with  Kelly  A 
Durkee,  which  contract  was,  in  substance,  that,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  the  continuous  patronage  of  the  purchaser, 
the  defendants,  six  months  after  date,  promised  to  repay  to 
Kelly  &  Durkee  five  cents  per  proof  gallon  of  defendants' 
products  then  purchased,  upon  condition  that  said  purchasers 
or  their  successors,  from  date  of  voucher  or  purchase  to  time 
of  payment,  shall  buy  exclusively  such  kind  of  goods  as  are 
produced  by  defendants  from  some  one  of  their  agents  desig- 
nated, and  shall  not  sell  the  same  at  prices  lower  than  said 
dealers'  list  prices,  and  shall  certify  to  that  effect,  said  de- 
fendants acting  in  the  name  of  the  Distillery  &,  Cattle  Feed- 
ing Company,  being  from  the  22d  of  September,  1891,  up 
to  the  finding  of  the  indictment,  manufacturers  of  said  dis- 
tillery products  within  certain  states  of  the  United  States 
other  than  Massachusetts,  and  the  kind  of  goods  referred  to 
in  said  contract  being  distillery  products,  said  Kelly  &  Dur- 
kee having  on  the  said  7th  day  of  May  complied  with  all 
the  conditions  of  said  contract.  The  first,  third,  and  fourth 
counts  are  based  on  the  first  section  of  the  act,  and  charge 
a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade,  while 
the  second  count  charges  a  combination  to  monopolize  a 
part  of  the  trade  in  distillery  produces  between  the  states. 

Now,  giving  to  this  indictment  the  broadest  possible  con- 
struction; giving  to  the  facts  therein  set  forth  and  to  the 
acts  committed  the  meaning  most  favorable  to  the  prosecu- 
tion,— ^what  is  the  offense  charged?  It  is  that  the  defend- 
ants, prior  to  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  by  lease  or  purchase, 
acquired  some  70  distilleries  throughout  the  several  states  of 
the  Union,  and  from  them  produced  77,000,000  gallons  of  dis- 
tillery products,  which  then  constituted  75-100  of  the  entire 
distillery  products  of  the  United  States,  and  that  they  con- 
tinued to  operate  said  distilleries  on  the  same  extended  scale 
after  the  act  became  a  law ;  that  part  of  these  products  were 
shipped  to  the  district  of  Massachusetts,  to  be  sold  there  and 
for  transportation  to  other  states,  and  sold  by  the  defendants, 
through  their  distributing  agents,  to  dealers  in  Massachu- 
setts, under  a  promi^  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  if 
said  dealers  should  purchase  their  distillery  products  ex- 
clusively from  the  [210]  distributing  agents  of  the  defend - 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


IV  RE  OOBNINO.  41 

Opinion  Off  the  Conrt 

ants,  and  should  sell  the  same  at  prices  not  lower  than  the 
list  prices  of  such  distributing  agents,  and  should  at  the  ex- 
piration of  six  months  after  such  purchases  certify  that  they 
had  so  exdusiyely  purchased  from  defendants'  agents,  and 
had  so  sold  at  the  said  prices,  then  defendants  would  pay  to 
such  dealers  a  rebate  of  five  cents  per  gallon  on  all  their  pur- 
chases. The  indictment  avers  that  the  price  at  which  said 
products  sold  was  higher  than  had  before  that  time  pre- 
vailed, and  that  by  said  arrangement  defendants  controlled 
and  augmented  the  prices  of  said  products,  and  by  said 
means  exacted  and  received  from  the  people  of  the  district 
of  Massachusetts  a  large  amount  of  money  over  and  above 
that  usually  received  for  such  products. 

These  are  the  substantial  facts  relied  upon  to  constitute  the 
crime.  Of  course,  it  is  alleged,  with  the  usual  particularity, 
that  all  this  was  done  in  pursuance  of  a  combination  to  re- 
strain trade  between  the  states,  and  to  monopolize  to  the  de- 
fendants the  traffic  in  the  several  states  in  distillery  products, 
and  done  with  the  intent  and  purpose  to  control  the  produc- 
tion of  said  articles  and  fix  the  prices  at  which  they  should 
be  sold.  But  it  is  not  sufficient  to  charge  an  unlawful  intent, 
or  to  aver  that  a  combination  or  a  course  of  business  is  in 
restraint  of  trade,  or  a  monopoly  of  trade,  in  order  to  consti- 
tute a  crime.  Acts  relied  upon  to  make  the  offense  must  be 
stated.  A  combination  of  act  and  intent  is  needed  to  consti- 
tute a  crime.  No  averment  of  intent  alone  is  sufficient; 
neither  is  any  amount  of  act  alone;  the  two  must  combine. 

Assuming  an  unlawful  intent  and  purpose  of  a  combina- 
tion to  restrain  trade  and  monopolize  traffic  in  these  distillery 
products,  as  charged  in  the  indictment,  do  the  acts  set  forth 
constitute  such  restraint  and  monopoly?  In  what  respect 
did  the  sales  made,  as  charged,  restrain  trade  or  monopolize 
the  traffic  in  distillery  products  ?  These  terms,  as  used  in  the 
act  of  congress  under  consideration,  are  well  defined  at  com- 
mon law,  and  must  be  considered  with  reference  to  such 
established  meaning.  The  indictment  was  prepared  with 
great  care  by  the  district  attorney  of  Massachusetts,  and  it 
is  safe  to  assume  that  he  has  charged  therein  all  the  acts 
which  he  believed  it  possible  to  prove  upon  the  trial.  As- 
Ruming  this  to  be  true,  the  indictment  is  significant  in  what  it 
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omits  to  charge  in  the  respects  above  referred  to.  It  is  not 
ayerred  that^  when  defendants  purchased  their  70  distilleries, 
they  obligated  the  vendors  not  to  build  other  distilleries,  or 
not  to  continue  in  the  distillery  business  in  the  future.  It  is 
not  averred  that  defendants  attempted  in  any  way  to  bind 
the  vendors  to  withhold  their  capital  or  skill  or  experience 
in  the  business  from  the  public  in  the  future.  There  is  no 
averment  that  the  defendants  in  any  manner,  or  at  any  time, 
attempted  to  control  the  business  of  the  remaining  one  fourtli 
of  the  distilleries  in  the  United  States,  or  in  any  way  at- 
tempted to  limit  their  output,  or  by  agreement  with  them 
control  the  price  at  which  their  products  should  he  sold,  or  in 
any  degree  restrain  their  trade,  or  limit  the  territory  over 
which  their  trade  should  extend.  The  full  scope  of  the  aver- 
ments in  this  respect  is  that  before  this  law  was  passed  by 
congress  the  defend-  [211]  ants  legally  purchased  with  tiidr 
own  capital  three  fourths  of  the  distilleries  in  the  United 
States,  and  that  they  produced  77,000,000  gallons  of  distil- 
lery products,  and  sold  these  products  in  the  markets  of  the 
several  states  at  the  best  possible  prices;  and  that  they  con- 
tinued so  to  own  and  operate  said  distilleries,  and  so  to  sell 
their  products,  after  the  passage  of  this  act  This  they  did 
without  any  attempt  at  any  time,  by  contract,  to  control  the 
production  of  the  other  distilleries,  or  the  prices  at  which 
they  should  sell,  or  without  any  contract  with  such  distillers 
in  any  way  restraining  trade.  The  indictment,  therefore,  in 
my  judgment,  wholly  fails  to  charge  a  crime,  so  far  as  the 
purdiase  of  said  distilleries  or  their  manufacture  of  distilled 
products  before  the  passage  of  the  act  is  concerned,  or  so  far 
as  they  are  charged  with  continuing  to  own  and  operate  them 
with  unlawful  intent  after  the  passage  of  the  act 

Do  the  acts,  in  connection  with  the  transportation  and 
sale  of  said  products  in  the  district  of  Massachusetts  as 
charged,  constitute  an  offense?  The  substantial  facts  in 
this  respect,  as  averred,  are  that  defendants  sold  their  prod- 
ucts in  Massachusetts,  through  distributing  agents,  to  deal- 
ers there,  who  were  promised  a  rebate  of  five  cents  per 
gallon  on  all  their  purchases,  provided  said  dealers  pur- 
chased their  distillery  products  exclusively  from  defend- 
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ants'  agents,  and  provided  they  sold  the  same  at  prices 
no  lower  than  the  list  prices  of  such  agents;  and  said  re- 
l>ate  was  to  be  paid  when  the  dealers  should  sign  a  oertif- . 
icate  that  they  had  so  exclusively  purchased  from  defend- 
ants' agents,  and  had  so  sold  at  prices  no  lower  than  the  list 
prices  of  said  agents.  The  indictment  in  these  averments 
is  again  significant  for  its  omissions.  It  fails  to  charge 
a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  dealer  that  he  would  not 
purchase  distillery  products  from  other  distilleries,  or  any 
contract  on  his  part  binding  himself  to  sell  at  defendants' 
prices.  Such  dealers  were  offered  the  rebate  as  an  induce- 
ment to  purchase  exclusively  from  the  defendants,  and  to 
sell  at  the  prices  defendants  fixed;  but  there  is  no  con- 
tract averred  by  which  the  dealers  obligated  themselves 
to  do  so.  In  what  respects,  then,  are  these  acts  charged 
different  from  the  customary  efforts  of  manufacturers  or 
dealers  to  increase  the  sale  of  *their  products  and  push  their 
business  by  the  many  artifices  of  trade? 

There  are  no  contracts  averred,  as  between  the  defendants 
and  their  customers,  which  are  in  restraint  of  trade.  Their 
acts  are  rather  intended  to  increase  their  trade,  but  not 
by  restraining  the  liberty  of  the  customer  to  deal  with 
others,  if  he  wishes  to,  or  can  do  so,  with  advantage  to 
himsell  If  these  acts  are  illegal  and  in  restraint  of  trade, 
and  if  they  constitute  a  monopoly  under  this  act,  it  may 
well  be  denominated  an  act  to  restrain  legitimate  enter- 
prise, and  limit  and  qualify  the  ownership  in  property. 
The  acts  charged  are  common  and  frequent  to  many 
branches  of  manufacture  and  trade,  and  if  the  defendants 
are  guilty  in  the  manner  of  making  sales  of  their  prod- 
ucts, as  set  forth  in  the  indictment,  the  act  is  more 
sweeping  in  its  provisions  than  ever  contemplated  by  con- 
gress, as  manifestly  appears  from  the  debates  in  the  senate 
when  the  act  was  before  it  for  consideration.  From  those 
debates  it  is  evident  that  the  congress  did  not  intend  to 
limit  the  amount  of  capital  a  citizen  [SIS]  should  invest 
in  any  line  of  business,  or  restrain  his  energy  or  enterprise 
in  acquiring  for  himself  all  the  trade  possible  in  such  busi- 
ness, provided  in  doing  so  he  did  not,  by  illegal  contracts 
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or  devices,  restrain  others  from  pursuing  the  same  business, 
or  deprive  the  public  from  enjoying  the  advantages  of  the 
free  use  of  capital,  skill,  and  experience  of  competitors.  I 
am  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
the  defendants  made  the  sales  of  their  products,  so  far  as 
their  acts  are  set  out  in  the  indictment,  there  is  no  restraint 
of  trade  or  monopoly  shown,  and  there  is  no  crime  stated  or 
charged.  The  indictment  is  therefore  insufficient  in  charg- 
ing a  crime  as  to  either  the  purchase  and  use  of  the  distil- 
leries or  as  to  the  sale  of  their  products. 

It  was  contended  by  counsel  that,  after  these  products 
reached  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  they  became  property 
owned  and  held  by  the  defendants  under  the  laws  of  that 
state,  and  what  was  done  with  such  products  thereafter  in 
that  state  did  not  in  any  way  relate  to  commerce  between  the 
states,-  and  therefore  the  act  of  congress  could  not  be  held  to 
apply  to  such  sales.  It  was  further  urged  that,  if  congress  in- 
tended to  say  that  the  acquisition  of  these  distilleries,  by  pur- 
chase or  lease,  by  the  defendants,  before  the  act  was  passed,  was 
a  crime,  such  act  was  unconstitutional,  because  tfx  post  facto  in 
its  character.  It  was  further  contended  that  if  congress 
meant  to  define  as  a  monopoly — ^and  therefore  as  a  crime— 
the  acquisition  by  the  defendants  of  the  large  number  of 
distilleries  alleged  in  the  indictment,  when  such  ownership 
or  control  was  lawful  in  the  states  where  they  were  so  owned, 
then  congress  exceeded  its  powers,  and  such  act  is  void.  But 
I  have  not  deemed  it  necessary  to  pass  upon  these  questions. 
I  have  carefully  considered  all  the  acts  and  unlawful  com- 
binations set  forth  in  the  indictment  in  the  first,  third,  and 
fourth  counts,  and,  for  the  reasons  hereinbefore  stated,  I  am 
satisfied  they  are  insufficient  to  make  out  the  crime  cov- 
ered by  the  first  section  of  the  act,  viz.,  a  combination  in  the 
form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
or  commerce  among  the  several  states;  and  giving  to  the 
word  "monopoly"  its  common-law  meaning,  which  is  the* 
meaning  congress  clearly  intended,  I  find  the  allegations  in 
the  second  count  insufficient  to  make  out  the  crime  covered 
by  the  second  section  of  the  act,  viz.,  a  combination  or  oon- 
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spiracy  to  monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  be- 
tween the  states. 

In  reaching  tJiis  conclusion,  I  am  relieved  to  know  that  if  I 
am  in  error  the  government  can  speedily  protect  the  public 
from  this  alleged  monopoly  by  a  civil  proceeding  in  any  dis- 
trict in  the  United  States  in  which  the  defendants  transact 
their  business.  The  act  of  congress  wisely  made  special  pro- 
vision for  just  such  civil  suits,  and  conferred  jurisdiction 
•  upon  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  to  enjoin  parties 
from  canning  on  any  monopoly  or  business  in  restraint  of 
trade.  The  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  by  per- 
mission of  the  attorney  general,  may  institute  such  proceed- 
ings in  equity  in  any  district  where  proper  service  of  process 
can  be  obtained  upon  any  of  the  defendants,  and  provisions 
are  made  for  speeding  such  cases  to  an  early  hearing.  A  suit 
of  this  nature  was  lately  instituted  in  the  United  States 
circuit  court  [213]  at  Nashville,  Tenn.,  by  the  United  States 
through  its  district  attorney,  and  against  an  illegal  coal  mo- 
nopoly, doing  business  under  a  combination  clearly  differing 
from  this  case,  and  manifestly  illegal ;  and  that  company  was 
enjoined  from  doing  business,  and  the  public  in  that  suit  pro- 
tected against  the  high  prices  in.  coal  which  resulted  from  a 
contract  held  illegal  imder  this  act  If,  therefore,  the  attor- 
ney general  of  the  United  States  should  deem  it  proper  to 
further  test  the  question  of  whether  the  business  of  the  de- 
fendants in  this  case  is  a  monopoly,  or  in  restraint  of  trade, 
he  may  authorize  such  a  civil  proceeding  to  be  instituted, 
and  by  such  suit  speedily  secure  an  adjudication  from  the 
circuit  courts  as  to  the  effect  and  scope  of  this  act  Inas- 
much as  these  defendants  were  legally  engaged  in  this  ex- 
tended business  before  the  act  of  congress  was  passed,  it 
would  be  fair  and  proper  to  proceed  against  them  first  by 
such  dvil  suit  The  public  would  be  better  protected,  and 
more  promptly  benefited,  by  such  proceeding,  because  it  could 
be  speedily  heard,  and  relief  be  effectually  granted,  by  an  in- 
junction restraining  such  business,  and  destroying  the  mo- 
nopoly, if  such  the  court  should  adjudge  it  to  be.  The  war- 
rant for  removal  will  therefore  be  denied,  and  the  defend- 
ants discharged  from  further  custody. 
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[218]  IN  RE  TERRELL. 

UNITED  STATES  v.  GREENHUT  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  New  York.    June  28,  1802.) 

[51  Fed.,  213.] 

Cbiuinal  Law — Habeas  Cobpus — Jurisdiction  of  Cibcuit  Coubts — 
Removal  of  Peisoneb.— Wbere  a  prisoner,  arrested  under  warrant 
based  upon  an  indictment  In  a  distant^state  and  district,  is  beld  - 
pending  an  application  to  the  district  court  for  a  warrant  of  re- 
moval for  trial,  tbe  circuit  court  of  the  district  in  which  he  is  held 
has  authority  on  habea9  corpus  to  examine  such  indictment,  and  to 
release  the  prisoner,  if  in  its  judguient  the  indictment  should  be 
quashed  on  demurrer.^ 

ILLBGAX*  Combinations — Contracts  in  Restraint  of  Trade — Indict- 
ment.— An  indictment  under  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  relating  to 
monopolies,  averred  in  the  fourth  count  that  defendants,  in  pursuance 
of  a  combination  to  restrain  trade  in  distillery  products  between  the 
states,  shipped  certain  whislsy  to  Massachusetts,  and  sold  it  there 
through  their  distributing  agents  to  dealers  under  a  contract 
whereby  said  dealers  were  promised  a  rebate  of  five  cents  per  gallon 
on  their  purchases,  providing  such  dealers  purchased  their  distillery 
products  exclusively  from  the  distributing  agents,  and  sold  them  no 
lower  than  the  prescribed  list  prices ;  snld  rebate  to  be  paid  when 
such  dealers  should  sign  a  certificate  that  they  had  so  purchased 
and  sold  for  six  months;  and  that  by  this  means  defendants  had 
controlled  and  increased  the  price  of  distillery  products  in  Massa- 
chusetts. Held,  that  no  orime  was  charged  with  respect  to  such 
sales,  since  there  was  no  averment  of  any  contract  whereby  the 
dealers  bound  themselves  not  to  purchase  from  others,  or  not  to  sell 
at  less  than  list  prices.    In  re  Corning,  61  Fed.  Rep.  205,  approved. 

Petition  by  Herbert  L.  Terrell  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 
Prisoner  discharged. 

TJhos.  Thacher  and  Elihu  Root^  for  petitioner. 

[214]  Edward  MitcheUy  Dist.  Atty.,  and  MaameU  Evarts^ 
Assist.  Dist  Atty.,  for  the  United  States. 

Lacombe,  Circuit  Judge. 

The  petitioner  was  arrested  in  this  district  upon  a  warrant 
issued  by  a  United  States  commissioner  here.  The  warrant 
was  based  upon  an  affidavit,  which  was  itself  based  solely 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1892,  by  West  Publishing  Go. 
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upon  the  fourth  count  in  an  indictment  found  by  the  grand 
jury  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district 
of  Massachusetts*  The  peitioner  being  in  custody  of  the 
United  States  marshal  to  await  the  order  of  the  district 
judge,  under  Bev.  St  §  1014,  for  his  removal  to  the  district 
of  Massachusetts,  writs  of  habeas  corpus  and  certiorari  were 
issued,  to  which  returns  have  been  made.  It  is  not  disputed 
by  the  district  attorney  that  it  is  not  only  the  right,  but  the 
duty,  of  the  district  court,  before  ordering  removal,  to  look 
into  the  indictment,  so  far  as  to  be  satisfied  that  an  offense 
against  the  United  States  is  charged,  and  that  it  is  such  an 
offense  as  may  lawfully  be  tried  in  the  forum  to  which  it  is 
claimed  the  accused  should  be  removed ;  and  the  snme  right 
and  duty  arises  upon  habeas  corpus,  whether  the  petitioner 
is  held  under  the  warrant  of  removal  issued  by  the  district 
judge  whose  decision  is  thus  reviewed,  or  under  the  warrant 
of  the  commissioner  to  await  the  action  of  the  district  judge. 
The  later  decisions  of  the  circuit  courts  abundantly  establish 
this  proposition.  In  re  BueU^  8  Dill.  116 ;  In  re  Dcdg^  4  Fed. 
Rep.  193;  Z7. 5.  v.  firatimer,  7  Fed.  Rep.  86 ;  U.  8.  y.  Rogers, 
28  Fed;  Rep.  668;  U.  S.  v.  Fowkes,  49  Fed.  Rep.  60.  This 
practice  was  followed  in  Ee  Pallisser,  186  U.  S.  267, 10  Sup. 
CL  Rep.  1084,  and  approved  by  the  supreme  court  in  Homer 
V.  U.  S.,  148  U.  S.  207, 12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  407.  There  is  good 
cause  for  holding  that  this  power  should  be  exercised  lib- 
erally, whenever  the  judge  before  whom  the  questions  are 
rais^,  on  application  for  a  warrant  of  removal,  or  on  habeas 
corpus,  is  satisfied,  from  the  face  of  the  indictment,  that  were 
sudi  indictment  before  him  for  trial,  and  demurred  to,  he 
would  quash  it.  This  is  a  country  of  vast  extont,  and  it 
would  be  a  grave  abuse  of  the  rights  of  the  citizen  if,  when 
charged  with  alleged  offenses  committed  perhaps  in  some 
place  he  had  never  visited,  he  were  removable  to  a  district 
thousands  of  miles  from  his  home,  to  answer  to  an  indict- 
ment fatally  defective,  cm  any  mere  theory  of  a  comity  which 
would  require  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment  to  be  tested 
only  in  the  particular  court  in  whidi  it  is  pending.  Nor 
should  the  mere  novelty  of  the  pointe  raised  be  held  to  pre- 
clude the  court,  before  which  comes  the  question  of  removal, 
from  passing  upon  them,  when  it  has  no  doubt  as  to  how  it 
10870*^—8.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 4  ^ 
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would  pass  upon  them  if  the  cause  were  pending  before  it 
If  the  questions  are  of  such  a  character  that  it  is  thought 
desirable  that  the  opinion  of  an  appeUate  court  should  be 
obtained,  such  a  proceeding  as  this  is  the  more  appropriate 
way  in  which  to  raise  them,  for  a  decision  here  adverse  to  the 
government  is  reviewable  by  appeal;  but  a  similar  decision 
on  the  trial  is  final,  as  the  government  cannot  appeal  from  a 
criminal  judgment.  V.  S.  y.  Sanges^  144  U.  S,  810, 12  Sup. 
Ct.  Eep.  609. 

[2151  The  points  of  law  arising  upon  this  indictment  were 
all  carefully  considered  by  Judge  Ricks  in  his  opinion  (filed 
June  11,  1892,  N.  Dist  Ohio)  on  application  for  a  removal 
in  Re  Coming^  61  Fed.  Rep.  205.  In  that  opinion  I  en- 
tirely concur ;  and  the  district  attorney,  apparently  admitting 
its  application,  has  discussed  only  the  questions  arising  under 
the  fourth  count,  urging  that  the  learned  judge  did  not  fuUy 
apprehend  the  averments  of  that  count,  and  therefore  erred 
in  holding  that  no  contract  was  averred  by  which  the  dealers 
obligated  themselves  to  purchase  exclusively  from  defend- 
ants, and  to  sell  at  the  prices  defendants  fixed.  It  is  in- 
sisted that  the  paper  set  out  in  the  fourth  count  became  a 
contract  on  May  7, 1892,  when  the  purchasers  signed  it,  and 
that  it  is  distinctly  charged  that  defendants  made  such  con- 
tract '^  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral states"  on  May  7,  1892.  But,  though  it  be  conceded 
that  the  contract  set  forth  in  the  indictment  was  made  on 
that  day,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  was  a  contract  in  restraint 
of  trade.  The  only  trade  whidi  it  is  pretended  was  at  all 
curtailed  or  affected  in  any  way  was  the  trade  of  Kelly  & 
Durkee  in  distillery  products  between  September  23,  1891, 
and  May  7,  1892.  During  that  period  they  bought  sudi 
products  only  from  certain  named  dealers  in  a  limited  num- 
ber of  states,  and  sold  only  at  prices  fixed  by  the  defendants; 
but  they  did  so  only  because  they  chose  to, — ^because  the  offer 
of  a  rebate  to  purchasers  who  would  thus  conduct  their 
business  was  an  inducement  operating  upon  their  self- 
interest  No  obligation  of  any  kind  constrained  them  so 
to  do;  during  that  entire  period,  certainly,  no  contract  re- 
strained them,  for  there  was  no  contract  in  existence.  They 
were  entirely  free  to  buy  from  whom  they  pleased,  and  to 
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sell  at  any  price  they  chose.  The  statute  does  not  prohibit 
the  offering  of  special  inducements  to  such  purchasers  as 
bhall  make  all  their  purchases  from  a  single  concern,  and 
shall  sell  only  at  the  prices  fixed  by  it,  even  though  those 
inducements  be  so  favorable  as  to  accomplish  their  object 
It  is  not  the  actual  restraint  of  trade  (if  such  be  restraint 
of  trade)  that  is  made  illegal  by  the  statute,  but  the  making 
of  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  of  a  contract  which  re- 
strains or  is  intended  to  restrain  trade.  It  is  difficult  to 
understand  upon  what  principle  it  can  be  contended  that 
trade  is  restrained  by  a  contract,  when  no  contract  exists. 
That,  when  the  trade  in  distillery  products  which  Kelly  & 
Durkee  carried  on  between  September  16,  1891,  and  May  7, 
1892,  was  restrained,  (if  restrained  it  were,)  there  was  no 
contract  in  existence,  is  conclusively  admitted  on  the  face 
of  the  indictment  itself,  which  charges  the  statutory  offense, 
to  wit,  the  making  of  a  contract,  etc.,  as  committeed  on  May 
7, 1892.    The  petitioner  should  be  discharged. 


[272]    BISHOP  V.  AMERICAN   PRESERVTERS'  CO- 

ET  AL.« 

(Clrealt  Gourt,  N.  D.  lUinois.    June  8,  1892.) 

[51  Fed.,  272.] 

OONTSACTS  IN  RESTRAINT  OF  TbADE— TRUST  Ck>MBINATIONS. — ^Act  GODg. 

July  2,  1890,  (26  St  at  Large,  p.  209,)  which  forhids  comhinations 
in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  and  gives  a  right  of  action  to 
any  person  injored  by  acts  in  violation  of  its  proyisions,  does  not 
authorize  suit  where  the  only  cause  of  action  is  the  bringing  of  two 
snitB  which  have  not  been  decided.^ 
Sauk — Pleading. — ^A  declaration  In  such  an  action  which  does  not 
aver  that  the  goods  manufactured  by  plaintiff,  and  in  respect  of 
which  he  claims  to  be  injured,  are  a  subject  of  interstate  commerce, 
or  that  the  acts  complained  (^  have  anything  to  do  with  any  contract 
in  restraint  of  trade,  or  that  the  parties  are  citizens  of  different 
states,  is  demurrable. 

At  Law.    On  demurrer  to  declaration. 

Action  by  Andrew  D.  Bishop  against  the  Ammcan  Pre- 

•  See  also  vol.  2,  p.  51  (106  Fed.,  845). 

»  Syllabus  cop>Tighted,  1892,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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servers'  Company,  Bernard  E.  Byan,  and  T.  E.  Dougherty, 
for  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  in  his  business 
and  property  by  reason  of  acts  of  the  defendants  in  violation 
of  the  "  Anti-Trust  Law,"  (26  St  at  Large,  p.  209.)  That 
act  makes  illegal  all  combinations  '^  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce  among  the  several  states,"  and  provides  that  ^^  any 
person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  propeily  by 
any  other  person  or  corporation,  by  reason  of  anything  for- 
bidden or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  there- 
for, and  recover  threefold  damages." 

Lyndon  Evans  and  Frederick  Omd,  for  plaintiff. 

KrauSy  Mayer  <&  Stein^  for  defendants. 

Blodgett,  District  Judge,  (orally.) 

This  suit  is  now  before  the  court  on  a  demurrer  to  the  de- 
claration by  the  defendants,  the  American  Preservers'  Com- 
pany, Bernard  E.  Ryan,  and  T.  E.  Dougherty. 

Plaintiff  charges  that  in  1888  he  was  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  man-  [273]  ufacturing  fruit  butter,  jellies,  preserves, 
etc,  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  and  that,  at  the  instance  of  others 
engaged  in  the  same  business,  he  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  them  for  the  formation  of  a  trust  or  combination  for 
the  purpose  of  advancing  and  maintaining  the  prices  of  such 
goods,  and  that  a  trust  or  combination  called  the  ^^  American 
Preservers'  Trust "  was  organized  for  that  purpose,  of  which 
plaintiff  became  a  member,  and  to  which  he  conveyed  his 
property  and  plant  which  he  had  used  in  said  business;  that 
afterwards  the  managers  of  the  organization  decided  to  take 
in  more  manufacturers  and  their  property,  and  adopt  the 
form  of  organizing  under  a  charter  grnnt^  under  the  laws 
of  West  Virginia  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  the  business 
of  said  trust,  and  that  he  assigned  and  transferred  his  prop- 
erty used  in  said  business  to  the  said  company,  the  American 
Preservers'  Company,  one  of  the  defendants  herein;  that, 
after  he  had  so  transferred  his  property  to  the  said  trust  and 
company,  differences  arose  between  himself  and  the  mana- 
gers of  said  trust,  and  the  said  trust  known  as  the  ^^ Amer- 
ican Preservers'  Company  "  brought  a  suit  of  replevin  in  one 
of  the  courts  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  and  took  possession  of 
the  property  and  plant,  books,  etc,  which  plaintiff  had  used 
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in  the  management  of  his  business  in  connection  VfiHi  mid 
trust,  and  that  said  defendant,  the  American  Preservers' 
Company,  has  also  brought  suit  at  law  in  this  court  against 
plaintiff,  claiming  to  recover  the  sum  of  $3,000.  This  is  the 
substance  of  the  declaration. 
It  is  sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  this  demurrer  to  say: 

1.  This  declaration  does  not  show  that  the  suits  com* 
plained  of  are  yet  decided.  It  may  on  trial  be  shown  and 
decided  that  the  defendant  has  the  right  to  maintain  both 
these  actions  against  plaintiff. 

2.  As  a  rule  an  action  at  law  cannot  be  maintained  for 
bringing  even  a  false  and  fictitious  action  against  a  person. 
The  commencement  of  a  suit  at  law  is  an  assertion  of  the 
right  in  a  manner  provided  by  law,  and  persons  so  com- 
mencing suits  cannot  be  subjected  to  other  actions  or  pen- 
alties by  reason  of  their  having  done  po,  or  for  asserting  or 
prosecuting  what  they  claim  as  a  legal  right  The  remedy 
of  the  party  so  sued  is  in  defending  the  suit,  and,  if  he  is 
successful  in  his  defense,  he  recovers  costs,  and  sometimes 
damages.  Gorton  v.  Brown,  27  HI.  489;  Speer  v.  Skinner. 
36  HI.  282;  Wetmore  v.  Mellinger,  64  Iowa,  741,  18  N.  W^ 
Rep.  870. 

It  is  clear  from  the  allegations  in  this  declaration  that  the 
plaintiff  has  attempted  to  bring  this  suit  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  congress  entitled  ^^  An  act  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  ap- 
proved July  2, 1890,  (26  St.  p.  209.)  But  the  injuries  crai- 
plained  of  are  not  such  as  give  a  right  of  action  under  this 
statute.  Although  this  defendant,  the  American  Preservers' 
Company,  may  be  an  illegal  organization,  it  may  have  a  valid 
right  in  the  property  replevied,  as  against  plaintiff,  and  the 
right  to  sue  and  collect  the  $3,000  for  which  suit  is  brought 
If,  from  difficulties  growing  out  of  the  organization  and 
management  of  the  alleged  trust,  an  altercation  and  quarrel 
had  ensued  between  plaintiff  and  the  other  members  or 
officers  of  the  trust,  and  plaintiff  had  been  assaulted  by  the 
persons  he  was  so  associ-  [274]  ated  with,  it  is  very  clear  he 
would  have  had  no  right  of  action  under  this  statute.  Fur- 
ther, it  is  not  averred  in  the  declaration  that  the  goods  man- 
ufactured by  plaintiff  are  a  subject  of  interstate  commerce. 
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Neither  does  it  appear  that  the  suits  complained  of  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  the  alleged  contract  in  restraint  of  trade. 
Certainly,  as  it  seems  to  me,  until  the  decision  of  the  suits 
complained  of,  plaintiff  has  sustained  no  damage  for  which 
he  cannot  be  adequately  compensated  by  the  costs  and  dam- 
ages to  be  awarded  in  the  determination  of  those  cases,  if 
it  shall  be  held  there  was  no  right  of  action.  Can  a  party 
to  an  iUegal  contract  bring  suit?  Miller  v.  Ammon^  12  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  884,  (decided  by  the  supreme  court  May  16,  1892.) 
Do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  pass  on  that  question  at  this 
time.  The  declaration  is  also  fatally  defective  in  not  aver- 
ring the  citizenship  of  the  parties  to  be  such  as  gives  this 
court  jurisdiction.    The  demurrer  is  sustained. 


[819]  STRAIT  ET  AL.  v.  NATIONAL  HARROW  CO.« 

(Circuit  Ctourt,  N.  D.  New  Yorlc.    August  10,  18»2.) 

[51  Fed.,  819.] 

Patents  fob  Inventions — Enjoining  Suits  fob  Infringement — 
Monopolies. — ^The  fact  tliat  a  corporation  owning  letters  patent 
upon  a  particular  kind  of  machinery  has  entered  into  a  combination 
with  other  manufacturers  thereof  to  secure  a  monopoly  in  its  manu- 
facture and  sale,  and  to  that  end  has  acquired  all  the  rights  of 
other  manufacturers  for  the  exclusive  sale  and  manufacture  of 
such  machines  under  patents,  will  not  entitle  a  stranger  to  the 
combination  to  enjoin  the  corporation  from  bringing  any  suits  for 
infringement  against  him  or  his'customers.^ 

In  Equity.  Suit  by  William  Strait  and  others  against  the 
National  Harrow  Company  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  ac- 
tions and  suits  for  infringement  of  patents.  On  demurrer 
to  the  bill.    Sustained. 

Frederick  Collin^  for  plaintiffs. 

Edward  H.  Risley^  for  defendant 

Wallace,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  is  a  suit  wherein  the  relief  demanded  is  a  permanent 
injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  instituting  or  pros- 
ecuting any  action  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity  against  the 

oNot  decided  under  the  anti-trust  law,  but  occasionally  cited  and 
commented  upon, 
ft  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1892,  by  West  Puhlishing  Go. 
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plamtifFs  for  the  infringement  of  any  letters  patent  owned 
by  the  defendant  covering  improvements  in  spring-tooth  har- 
rows, or  from  instituting  or  prosecuting  any  such  suits 
against  any  person  using  the  spring-tooth  harrows  manu- 
factured by  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendant  has  demurred  to 
the  complaint  In  substance,  the  complaint  shows  that  the 
defendant  has  entered  into  a  combination  with  various  other 
manufacturers  of  spring-tooth  harrows  for  the  purpose  of 
acquiring  a  monopoly  in  this  country  in  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  the  same,  and,  as  an  incident  thereto,  has  ac- 
quired all  the  rights  of  the  other  manufacturers  for  the  ex- 
clusive sale  and  manufacture  of  such  harrows  under  patents, 
or  interests  in  patents,  owned  by  them  respectively.  Such 
a  combination  may  [820]  be  an  odious  and  wicked  one, 
but  the  proposition  that  the  plaintiffs,  while  infringing  the 
rights  vested  in  the  defendant  under  letters  patent  of  the 
United  States,  is  entitled  to  stop  the  defendant  from  bring- 
ing or  prosecuting  any  suit  therefor  because  the  defendant 
is  an  obnoxious  corporation,  and  is  seeking  to  perpetuate 
the  monopoly  which  is  conferred  upon  it  by  its  title  to  the 
letters  patent,  is  a  novel  one,  and  entirely  unwarranted.  The 
party  having  such  a  patent  has  a  right  to  bring  suit  on  it, 
not  only  against  a  manufacturer  who  infringes,  but  against 
dealers  and  users  of,  the  patented  article,  if  he  believes  the 
patent  is  being  infringed;  and  the  motive  which  prompts 
him  to  sue  is  not  open  to  judicial  inquiry,  because,  having 
a  legal  right  to  sue,  it  is  immaterial  whether  his  motives 
are  good  or  bad,  and  he  is  not  required  to  give  his  rea- 
sons for  the  attemt  to  assert  his  legal  rights.  "  The  exercise 
of  the  legal  right  cannot  be  affected  by  the  motive  which 
cmitrols  it''    Kif  v.  Toumans^  86  N.  Y.  329. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  other  per- 
sons threatened  with  suit,  do  not  infringe  any  of  the  patents 
of  the  defendant;  but,  as  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Hunt, 
in  Celluloid  Manufg  Co.  v.  Goodyear  Dental  Vulcanite  Co.^ 
13Blatchf.384: 

"To  allow  the  action  is  to  reverse  the  proper  position  of  the 
parties.  Whoever  receives  letters  patent  from  the  United  States 
received  thereby  a  vt¥im,  facie  right  to  maintain  an  action  against 
every  infringer  of  the  right  given  by  such  letters.  While  it  is  true 
that  snch  right  Is  prima  facie  only,  and  that  the  holder  must  be 
prepared  to  maintain  It  In  the  conrtB  when  attacked,  it  is  still  a 
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Tight  on  his  part  to  sue  soch  alleged  ylolators.  The  present  action 
would  convert  the  right  to  sue  into  a  liability  to  be  sued,  which  Is 
quite  a  different  thing.  •  •  •  The  defendant  has  a  right  of  ac- 
tion against  each  one  of  these  individuals.  It  has  the  right  to 
sue  the  whole  of  them.  It  has  the  right  to  sue  any  one  of  them, 
and  to  allow  the  others  to  go  undisturbed.  While  It  would  not  be 
a  high-minded  theory,  I  know  of  no  principle  that,  as  a  matt^ 
of  law,  would  prevent  Its  seeking  the  feeblest  of  them  all, — the  one 
least  able  to  defend  himself, — and  to  make  a  victim  of  him.  If 
that  Individual  shall  appear  to  have  infringed  upon  this  defendant's 
patents,  he  is  liable  to  the  damages,  although  he  may  be  poor, — 
unable  to  defend  himself, — although  others  may  have  offended  in 
a  greater  degree,  and  although  we  may  condemn  the  spirit  which 
selected  him  as  the  particular  defendant  On  principle  this  cannot 
be  doubted." 

See,  also,  Asbestos  Felting  Oo.  v.  United  States  <6  F.  Sala- 
mander Felting  Co.y  13  Blatchf.  453;  Tuttle  v.  Matthews, 
28  Fed.  Rep.  98;  KeUey  v.  Manufacturing  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep. 
19;  Chemical  Works  v.  Hecker,  11  Blatchf.  652. 

If  the  defendant  had  brought  suit  against  the  plaintiffs 
for  some  breach  of  contract  or  violation  of  its  alleged  rights, 
founded  upon  the  combination  agreement,  then  it  might  be- 
come pertinent  to  inquire  into  the  character  of  the  combina- 
tion, and  ascertain  whether  the  court  would  enforce  any 
rights  growing  out  of  it  But  in  a  suit  brought  for  the  in- 
fringement of  a  patent  by  the  owner,  any  such  inquiry,  at 
the  behest  of  the  infringer,  would  be  as  impertinent  as  one 
in  respect  to  the  moral  character  or  antecedents  of  the  plaintiff 
in  an  ordinary  suit  for  trespass  upon  his  property.  Even 
a  gambler,  or  the  keeper  of  a  brothel,  cannot  be  deprived 
of  his  property  because  he  is  an  obnoxious  person  or  a  crim- 
inal; and  it  is  no  [821]  defense  to  the  trespass  upon  it, 
unless  it  was  removed  or  destroyed  in  the  suppression  of  a 
nuisance,  that  it  was  used  in  carrying  on  the  unlawful  occu- 
pation.   Ely  V.  Supervisors,  36  N.  Y.  297. 

The  demurrer  is  sustained. 


[1041  IN  RE  GREENE. 

(Circuit  CJourt,  8.  D.  Ohio,  W.  D.    August  4,  1892.) 

[62  Fed.,  104.] 

Habkas  CkmpUB — ^Pbibonsb  Held  fob  Rbmoval  to  Anotheb  Distbict — 
INDICTMBNT. — Ou  Jiabeos  carpus  to  release  a  person  held  under  a 
warrant  of  a  United  States  commissioner  to  await  an  order  of  the 
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dlstriet  Jndgo  for  bis  lemoval  to  another  district  to  answer  an 
Indictment,  It  Is  tlie  right  and  dnty  of  tlie  circoit  court  to  examine 
tlie  indictment  to  ascertain  whetlier  it  cliarges  any  offense  against 
the  United  States,  or  whether  the  offense  comes  witliin  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  court  in  wliich  tlie  indictment  is  pending.* 

Gbhiiiiai.  Law — Oitbnsks  aoainst  UmrED  Statu — Oommor-Law 
DariiiiTiONa — ^Tliere  are  no  common-law  offenses  against  tlie  United 
States,  and  the  offenses  cognisable  in  the  federal  courts  are  only 
such  as  the  federal  statutes  define,  provide  a  punishment  tor,  and 
confer  Jurisdiction  to  try;  but  when  congress  adopts  or  creates  a 
conmion-Iaw  offense  the  courts  may  properly  look  to  the  common 
law  for  the  true  meaning  and  definition  thereof,  in  the  absence  of  a 
dear  definition  in  the  act  creating  it 

Sams — MoNOPOun — Ihdiotmkntw — ^Under  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  **  to 
protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopo- 
lies,** an  indictment  simply  fdllowing  the  language  of  the  statute 
would  be  wholly  insufficient,  for  the  words  of  the  act  do  not  tliem- 
selves  fully,  directly,  and  clearly  set  forth  all  the  dements  neces- 
sary to  constitute  the  offense;  and  the  indictment  must,  therefore, 
be  tested  by  the  specific  facts  alleged  to  have  been  done  or  com- 
mitted. 

CoNsmunoNAL  Law — Ihtsbstats  CtoiiiiXBCB— Monopouss.— Oon- 
gress  lias  no  authority,  under  the  commerce  clause  or  any  other 
proYision  of  the  constitution,  to  limit  the  right  of  a  corporation 
created  by  a  state  in  the  acqui-  [105]  sition,  control,  and  disposi- 
ti<m  of  property  in  the  soToral  states  and  it  is  immaterial  that 
sodi  property,  or  the  products  thereof,  may  become  the  subjects  of 
interstate  CMnmerce ;  and  it  is  apparent  ttiat  by  the  act  of  July  2, 
1800,  in  relation  to  monopolies,  congress  did  not  intend  to  declare 
tbsit  the  acquisition  by  a  state  corporation  of  so  large  a  part  of  any 
species  of  property  as  to  enable  the  owners  to  control  the  traffic 
therein  among  the  several  states,  constituted  a  criminal  offense. 

MoHQPQLm — ^RanmAiRT  of  Tbaob. — ^To  constitute  the  offense  of 
**  mon(^K>lizing,  or  attempting  to  monopolize,'*  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  states,  within  the  meaning  of  section  2  of  said  act,  it  Is 
necessary  to  acquire,  or  attempt  to  acquire,  an  exclusive  right  in 
sodi  commerce  by  means  which  will  prevent  others  from  engaging 
tfaoein. 

SAMS— iRmcTMSHT^— In  au  Indictment  under  section  1  of  the  act  of 
July  2,  1880^  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  monopolies, 
one  count  alleged,  in  substance,  that  on  a  specified  date  defendants, 
under  tlie  guise  of  the  Distilling  &  Cattle  Feeding  Company,  sold 
to  certain  persons  in  Boston  a  quantity  of  alcohol,  then  in  Illinois, 
and  ttiat,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  said  company  controlled  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  75  per  cent  of  all  distillery  products  In 
the  United  States,  deftodants  fixed  the  price  at  which  the  purchasers 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1808,  by  West  Publishhig  Co. 
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should  and  did  sell  such  alcohol,  and  "did  compel **  said  par- 
chasers  "  to  sell  said  alcohol  at  no  less  price  than  that  fixed "  by 
them,  bnt  there  were  no  allegations  as  to  the  means  of  compulsion. 
Held,  that  It  could  not  be  assumed  from  these  allegations  that  the 
means  used  was  a  contract  with  the  purchasers,  and  the  count  was 
bad,  as  being  too  yague  to  charge  any  contract  or  restraint  of  trade 
between  the  states. 

SAMifr— Restraint  of  Trade — What  CJonstitutes. — ^An  arrangement, 
whereby  the  said  company  promised  persons  who  purchased  from 
its  distributing  agents  that  if,  for  the  ensuing  six  months,  they 
would  purchase  their  distillery  products  exclusiyely  from  such 
agents,  and  would  not  resell  the  same  at  prices  less  than  those 
fixed  by  the  company,  then,  on  being  furnished  with  a  certificate 
of  compliance  therewith,  it  would  pay  a  certain  rebate  on  the 
amount  of  such  purchases,  did  not  constitute  a  contract  in  restraint 
of  trade,  within  the  meaning  of  section  1  of  said  act,  since  the 
purchaser  was  not  in  any  way  bound  to  the  performance  of  the 
conditions  named ;  nor  did  such  arrangement  operate  to  "  monopo- 
lise," or  "as  an  attempt  to  monopolize,"  trade  and  commerce, 
within  the  meaning  of  section  2  of  said  act 

Same.— Nor  was  there  any  offense  under  the  statute,  even  after  the 
purchaser  complied  with  the  conditions  of  the  promise,  and  thereby 
became  entitled  to  the  rebate,  for  such  compliance  had  no  retro- 
active  effect  to  create  a  Talid  contract  between  the  parties  prior 
thereto. 

Same. — Even  if  the  promise  could  be  considered  as  a  binding  contract 
between  the  parties,  the  restraint  thereby  Imposed  was  only  partial 
and  reasonable  in  the  protection  of  defendant's  business,  and  was 
not  of  the  general  character  necessary  to  constitute  an  unlawful 
contract  in  restraint  of  trade.  Mogul  8,  8.  Oo,  v.  MoQregw, 
[1892]  App.  Gas.  pt  1,  p.  25,  approved. 

Same — Indictment  of  Stockholders  for  Acts  of  (Corporation. — ^In 
indictments  of  individuals  under  the  said  statute,  where  all  the 
acts  alleged  to  constitute  the  offense  are  charged  to  have  been  done 
by  a  corporation,  an  omission  to  state  what  relation  defendants 
bore  to  the  corporation,  other  than  that  of  stockholders,  is  fatal, 
since  mere  stockholders  cannot  be  held  criminally  responsible  for 
the  acts  of  the  corporation. 

At  Law.  Petition  by  Louis  H.  Greene  for  a  writ  of  habeca 
corpus  to  release  him  from  the  custody  of  the  United  States 
marshal,  by  whom  he  is  held  under  a  warrant  of  a  United 
States  commissioner,  awaiting  an  order  for  his  removal  to 
the  district  of  Massachusetts  to  answer  an  indictment  for  an 
alleged  violation  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  relating  to  mo- 
nopolies.   Prisoner  discharged. 
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John  W.  Herron^  for  the  United  State& 
Ramsey  J  Maxwell  <6  Ramsey,  for  Greene. 

Jackbok,  Circuit  Judge. 

The  petitioner,  a  citizen  and  resident  of  Ohio,  having  been 
arrested  and  taken  into  the  custody  of  the  United  [106] 
States  marshal  of  this  district  upon  a  warrant  of  a  United 
States  commissioner,  here  to  await  an  order  of  the  judge  of 
the  district  court,  under  section  1014  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
for  his  removal  to  the  district  of  Massachusetts  for  trial  upon 
an  indictment  found  and  pending  therein  against  him  and 
others  for  alleged  violations  of  the  act  of  congress  approved 
July  2, 1890,  entitled  '^An  act  to  protect  trade  and  oommeroe 
against  unlawful  restraint  and  monopolies,"  has  applied  to 
this  court  to  be  discharged  from  such  custody,  claiming  that 
he  is  illegally  restrained  of  his  liberty;  that  said  indictment 
against  him  in  the  district  court  of  Massachusetts,  on  which 
his  arrest  and  confinement  is  solely  based,  charges  him  with 
no  offense  against  the  United  States  under  said  act  of  July 
2, 1890;  and  that  said  district  court  has  no  jurisdiction  over 
either  his  person  or  the  alleged  offense  on  which  it  is  sought 
to  remove  him  there  for  trial. 

It  admits  of  no  question  that  it  is  both  the  right  and  duty 
of  this  court,  upon  this  application,  to  consider  and  de- 
termine whether  the  indictment  pending  against  the  peti- 
tioner in  the  district  of  Massachusetts  charges  either  a  crim- 
inal offense  or  one  that  comes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
court  It  is  well  settled  that  upon  application  for  an  order 
of  removal  under  section  1014,  Bev.  St.,  the  district  court  or 
judge  may  properly  look  into  the  indictment  to  ascertain 
whether  an  offense  against  the  United  States  is  charged,  and 
whether  the  court  to  which  the  accused  is  sought  to  be  re- 
moved has  jurisdiction  of  the  same.  In  such  cases  the  judge 
exercises  something  more  than  a  mere  ministerial  function, 
involving  no  judicial  discretion.  The  liberty  of  the  citizen, 
and  his  general  right  to  be  tried  in  a  tribunal  or  forum  of  his 
domicile,  imposes  upon  the  judge  the  duty  of  considering 
and  passing  upon  those  questions.  Such  has  been  the  uni- 
form practice  of  the  federal  courts.    In  re  BueU^  8  DilL  116; 
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In  re  Doig^  4  Fed.  Eep.  193;  U.  8.  v.  Browner,  7  Fed.  Eep. 
86;  U.  S.  V.  Rogers,  23  Fed*  Rep.  658;  U.  S.  v.  Fowkes,  49 
Fed.  Rep.  50;  Homer  v.  U.  S.,  143  U.  S.  207,  12  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  407.  These  cases  have  recently  been  followed  and  ap- 
proved by  Judge  Ricks  in  the  case  of  In  re  Corning,  (U.  S. 
V.  Oreerihut,)  51  Fed.  Rep.  205,  and  by  Judge  Tjacombe  in 
Re  Terrell,  {V.  S.  v.  Greenhut,)  51  Fed.  Rep.  218,  upon 
removal  proceedings  under  the  same,  or  substantially  the 
same,  indictment  as  that  pending  against  petitioner.  In  the 
Terrell  Case,  Judge  Lacombe  properly  states  that  the  same 
right  and  duty  of  looking  into  the  indictment  arises  upon 
habeas  corpus,  whether  the  petitioner  is  held  under  the  war- 
rant of  removal  issued  by  the  district  judge,  whose  decision 
is  thus  reviewed,  or  under  the  warrant  of  the  commissioner, 
to  await  the  action  of  the  district  judge. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  district  attorney,  on  behalf  of  the 
United  States,  that  if  the  indictment  is  insufficient  it  must 
be  met  by  a  motion  to  quash,  or  some  other  appropriate  pro- 
ceeding in  the  court  in  which  it  is  pending,  and  whose  action 
would  be  subject  to  review ;  and  the  case  of  In  re  Lanoaster, 
187  U.  S.  898,  11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  117,  is  relied  on  to  support 
his  contention  that  under  haheas  corpus  proceedings  the 
sufficiency  of  the  indictment  should  not  be  inquired  into.  We 
do  not  understand  that  [107]  decision  as  laying  down  any 
such  general  proposition  as  claimed  for  it  in  cases  like  the 
present.  In  that  case  the  petitioners,  being  in  the  custody  of 
the  United  States  marshal  under  an  indictment  pending 
against  them  in  the  circuit  court  for  the  southern  district  of 
Georgia,  applied  to  the  supreme  court  for  leave  to  file  in  said 
court  their  petition  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  upon  the 
grounds  that  the  matters  and  things  set  forth  and  charged 
against  them  in  the  indictment  did  not  constitute  any  offense 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  cognizable  in  the  cir- 
cuit court.  "  In  this  posture  of  the  case,"  say  the  supreme 
court, "  we  must  decline  to  interfere."  In  this  case  it  appears 
that  the  circuit  court  in  which  the  indictment  was  pending 
had  taken  jurisdiction,  and  had  the  petitioners  by  lis  direc- 
tion in  the  custody  of  its  marshal,  and  no  reason  was  shown 
for  not  invoking  the  judgment  of  said  court  upon  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  indictment    The  supreme  court,  in  declining 
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to  interfere,  acted  in  accordance  with  its  well-settled  rule  not 
to  issue  or  grant  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  the  exercise  of  its 
original  jurisdiction,  except  when  the  inferior  court  is  acting 
without  jurisdiction,  or  is  exceeding  its  power  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  parfy  seeking  relief.  In  re  Lane^  135  U.  S.  446, 
10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  760;  Ex  parte  Mirzan,  119  U.  S.  684-586, 
7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  341.  It  certainly  did  not  intend  to  lay  down 
the  proposition  that  no  other  court  than  that  in  which  an  in- 
dictment was  pending  could  look  into  the  sufficiency  of  such 
indictment,  or  pass  upon  the  question  whether  it  charged  an 
offense,  or  was  within  the  proper  jurisdiction  of  such  court ; 
for  in  the  more  recent  case  of  Homer  v.  U.  8.j  143  U.  S.  214, 
12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  410,  it  is  said : 

**  The  district  Judge,  in  exercising  his  Jurisdiction  under  section  1014, 
Rev.  St,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  tlie  removal  of  Homer  to  the  southern 
district  of  Illinois,  liad  a  right  to  determine  whetlier  of  not  the  offense 
was  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  district  court  of  the  United  States 
for  that  district,  and  tliat  determination  was  reviewable  by  habeas 
corpus.*' 

In  the  second  case  of  Homer  v.  U.  S.^  143  U.  S.  570,  12 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  522,  no  question  of  removal  to  another  district 
was  involved,  nor  had  any  indictment  been  found;  but  the 
petitioner  was  simply  held  to  await  the  action  of  the  grand 
jury,  and  prematurely  sought  to  raise,  by  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceedings, the  question  under  examination,  whether  any 
offfflise  had  been  committed.  The  present  proceeding  is 
essentially  different,  and  comes  within  the  rule  stated  above 
by  Judge  Lacombe.  If  the  indictment  shows  no  offense 
committed  against  the  United  States  in  Massachusetts,  the 
petitioner  is  unlawfully  and  illegally  restrained  of  his  lib- 
erty in  being  held  in  custody  to  await  an  order  for  his  re- 
moval to  that  district  for  trial,  and  is  entitled  to  the  same 
measure  of  relief  as  though  the  removal  had  been  ordered 
by  the  district  judge.  The  right  of  the  government  to  have 
the  petitioner  tried  in  the  district  of  Massachusetts  where 
the  indictment  is  pending  is  not  questioned  if  the  case 
against  him  comes  under  section  781  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
providing  that,  "  when  any  offense  against  the  United  States 
is  begun  in  one  judicial  circuit,  and  completed  in  another, 
it  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  committed  in  either,  and 
may  be  dealt  with,  inquired  of,  tried,  deter-  [108]  mined. 
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and  punished  in  either  district  in  the  same  manner  as  if  it 
had  been  actually  and  wholly  committed  therein."  There 
is,  however,  nothing  in  this  provision  of  the  law  which  de- 
prives the  court  of  the  right  and  duty  to  look  into  the  indict- 
ment to  determine  whether  any  offense  against  the  United 
States  is  charged,  and,  if  so,  whether  it  was  either  begun  or 
completed  in  the  district  of  Massachusetts,  so  as  to  give  the 
federal  court  there  jurisdiction  of  the  case.  If,  in  cases 
like  the  present,  the  mere  pendency  of  an  indictment  against 
a  party  in  a  state  other  than  that  of  his  domicile  should 
be  held  to  preclude  all  inquiry  into  the  question  whether 
he  is  charged  with  any  offense  against  the  United  States, 
or  whether  the  court  wherein  such  indictment  is  pending  has 
jurisdiction  to  try  the  accused,  the  rights  of  the  citizen 
would  be  open  to  serious  abuse.  We  are  clearly  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  authorities  establish  a  different  rule,  and  we 
therefore  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  indictment 
against  the  petitioner,  to  ascertain  if  any  offense  is  charged 
against  him,  and,  if  so,  whether  the  district  court  of  Massa- 
chusetts has  any  jurisdiction  in  the  premises. 

The  indictment  is  based  upon  alleged  violations  of  sections 
1  and  2  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,  which  read  as  follows: 

"Section  1.  Every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or 
otberwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal. 
Bvery  person  who  shall  make  such  contract,  or  engage  in  any  such 
combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding 
five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year, 
or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  Sec  2. 
Bvery  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or 
combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopolize, 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  witli 
foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  on 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five  thou- 
sand dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both 
said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 

The  indictment  contains  four  counts.  The  1st,  3d,  and  4th 
allege  violation  of  section  1,  and  the  2d  count  charges  a  vio- 
lation of  section  2.  The  1st,  2d,  and  3d  counts  recite,  in  the 
same  general  way,  that  on  the  11th  day  of  February,  1890, 
the  petitioner  and  other  associates,  in  the  states  of  Ohio,  Illi- 
nois, and  New  York,  engaged  with  each  other  in  a  combi- 
nation, in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce,  in  distillery 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


IN  BB  CffiXBNB.  61 

Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

products;  that,  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  trade  and  com- 
merce in  said  products  among  the  several  states  of  the  United 
States,  they,  in  the  form  and  guise  of  a  corporation  known 
and  designated  as  the  Distilling  &  Cattle  Feeding  Company, 
which  was  on  said  11th  day  of  February,  1890,  organized 
under  the  laws  of  Illinois,  thereafter,  and  prior  to  August  1, 
1890,  obtained  control,  by  purchase,  renting,  and  leasing,  70 
other  distilleries  within  the  United  States  used  for  the  manu- 
facture of  said  distilling  products,  which  products  were  on 
February  11,  1890,  and  continuously  thereafter,  up  to  the 
finding  of  the  indictment,  ^  a  subject  of  trade  and  commerce 
among  the  several  states  of  the  said  United  States ; "  that  each 
of  said  distilleries  were,  at  the  respective  dates  of  their  pur- 
[109]  chase,  renting,  or  leasing  and  running  under  said  con- 
trol, separate  and  distinct,  and  competing  in  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  distilling  products  among  the  several  states;  that, 
in  pursuance  of  said  combination,  they  used*  managed,  and 
controlled  all  said  distilleries,  and  by  means  thereof  did,  dur- 
ing the  period  last  mentioned,  manufacture  and  sell,  and  con- 
trol the  manufacture  and  sale,  within  the  United  States,  of 
77,000,000  gallons  of  said  distillery  products,  said  quantity 
being  75  per  cent  of  all  the  distillery  products  made  and 
sold  within  and  among  the  United  States  during  said  period; 
that  the  condition  of  trade  and  commerce  in  said  products 
among  the  several  states  during  said  period  was  such  that, 
by  controlling  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  75  per  cent,  of 
said  distillery  products,  they  were  able  to  control  and  fix  the 
price  at  which  they  would  sell  such  products  to  dealers 
therein  in  the  several  states,  and  to  control  and  fix  the  price 
at  which  such  dealers  should  sell  the  same  to  citizens  of  the 
several  states  during  said  period;  that  by  said  means  they 
intended  to  control  the  amount  of  said  distillery  products 
manufactured  and  sold  among  the  several  states,  and  to  con- 
trol and  fix  the  price  at  which  said  distillery  products  should 
be  sold  by  all  dealers  therein  among  the  several  states,  and 
in  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  and  to  prevent  and  counteract 
tbe  effect  of  free  competition  in  the  usual  price  at  which  said 
products  were  sold  among  and  within  the  several  states,  and- 
to  increase  and  augment  the  usual  price  thereof,  and  thereby 
exact  and  procure  great  sums  of  money  from  the  citizens  of 
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Massachusetts  and  other  states  purchasing  distillery  prod- 
ucts, and  to  secure  to  themselves  exclusively  the  trade  and 
conRneroe  in  said  distillery  products,  and  by  all  the  means 
aforesaid  unlawfully  to  restrain  the  trade  and  commerce  in 
such  products  among  the  several  states  of  the  United  States. 

The  first  count  then  alleges  that,  in  pursuance  of  said  pur- 
pose and  intent,  they,  under  the  form  and  guise  of  said  Dis- 
tilling &  Cattle  Feeding  Company,  on  October  8,  1890,  did 
at  Boston,  within  the  district  of  Massachusetts,  ^^  negotiate 
a  sale,  and  did  sell,"  to  the  firm  of  D.  T.  Mills  &  Co.,  6,642.82 
proof  gallons  of  alcohol,  which  was  then  in  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois; that  by  reason  of  said  combination,  and  of  their  con- 
trol of  the  large  number  of  distilleries  and  the  manufacture 
of  75  per  cent  of  all  such  products  in  the  United  States,  they 
did  fix  the  price  at  which  said  D.  T.  Mills  &  Co.,  who  were 
dealers  therein  at  Boston,  should  and  did  sell  said  alcohol 
within  said  district  of  Massadiusetts,  or  for  transportation 
into  any  other  state,  ^^  and  did  compel  said  Mills  &  Co.  to 
sell  said  alcohol  within  said  district  of  Massachusetts  for 
use  in  said  district,  or  for  transportation  to  other  states  of 
the  United  States,  at  no  less  price  than  that  fixed  "  by  the 
accused;  that  by  this  means  they  controlled  the  amount  of 
distilled  products  sold  within  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  and 
did  fix  the  price  at  which  said  products  were  sold  by  dealers 
in  said  state;  that  they  thereby  prevented  and  counteracted 
the  effect  of  free  competition  on  the  usual  price  at  which  said 
products  were  sold  within  the  state,  and  did  increase  and 
augment  the  usual  price  at  which  said  distillery  products 
were  sold  in  the  state  of  Mai^chusetts  for  use  therein  or 
transportation  therefrom,  and  that  they  thereby,  and  by  the 
means  aforesaid,  did  ^^re-  [110]  strain  the  trade  and  com- 
merce in  said  distilling  products  between  the  state  of  Mas- 
sachusetts and  the  states  of  the  said  United  States  other  than 
the  state  of  Massachusetts,"  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

The  second  count,  based  upon  the  second  section  of  the  act, 
after  the  aforesaid  general  recital,  charges  an  unlawful  at- 
tempt to  monopolize  the  trade  and  commerce  in  distillery 
products  under  the  form  and  guise  of  said  Distilling  A  Cattle 
Feeding  Company;  and  the  spedfic  acts  therein  alleged  are 
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that  on  September  18,  1890,  0.  L  Hood,  of  Lowell,  Mass., 
pnrdiased  from  Webb  &  Harrison,  as  distributing  agents  of 
the  accused,  526.52  proof  gallons  of  alcohol ;  that  the  defend- 
ant, in  the  form  and  guise  of  the  aforesaid  company,  prom- 
ised said  Hood  a  rebate  of  five  cents  per  gallon  on  the  pur- 
chase price  of  said  alcohol,  upon  condition  that  for  six 
months  from  the  date  of  the  promise  he  Ebould  have  bought 
his  supply  €ft  supplies  of  distillery  products  exclusively  from 
said  company's  agents,  and  should  not  have  sold  any  of  the 
products  so  purchased  at  leas  than  the  company's  distributing 
agents'  list  prices,  and  should  furnish  evidence  of  compliance 
with  those  conditions  in  the  form  of  a  certificate.  This  count 
alleges  a  similar  arrangement  with  Kelly  and  Durkee  on  the 
sale  to  them,  September  28,  1890,  by  the  company's  distribu- 
ting agents,  of  85.54  proof  gallons  of  alcohol.  It  also  sets 
out  a  list  of  the  distributing  agents  from  whom  purchases 
could  be  made,  and  the  agreement  of  the  company  as  to  the 
five  cents  per  gallon  rebate,  and  the  conditicm  on  which  it 
would  be  made.  It  is  alleged  that,  by  means  of  said  premises 
and  terms  of  rebate  to  said  purchasers,  the  accused,  under  the 
form  and  guise  aforesaid,  did  attempt  to  monopolize  to  them- 
sdves  the  trade  and  commerce  in  said  distillery  products 
among  the  several  states,  in  violation  of  law. 

The  third  count  is  based  upon  the  first  section  of  the  act 
It  alleges  an  agreement  made  by  the  aforesaid  company  with 
G  L  Hood,  at  Lowell,  Mass.,  on  the  sale  to  him  of  518.88 
gallons  of  said  company's  products,  made  October  2,  1890, 
for  a  rebate  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  set  forth 
in  the  second  count,  by  which  arrangement  and  promise  it  is 
dbarged  that  the  accused  ^  did  attempt  to  execute  and  carry 
out  the  purpose  and  intent  aforesaid  to  restrain  the  trade  and 
commerce  in  said  distillery  products  among  the  several  states 
of  the  said  United  States,  and  especially  between  the  state  of 
Massachusetts  and  other  states  of  the  United  States,  against 
the  peace,"  et& 

The  fourth  count  is  also  founded  upon  section  1  of  the  act 
It  sets  out  a  contract  or  agreement  of  the  Distilling  A  Cattle 
Feeding  Company  with  Kelly  and  Durkee,  bearing  date  at 
Peoria,  SL,  September  28, 1891,  promising  to  pay  the  latter 
$(ii7  as  a  rebate  of  6  cents  per  gallon  on  85.54  proof  gallons 
lOSTO*"— &  Doc  HI,  aS-l,  Tol  1 6 
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of  the  company  products  purchased  that  day,  upon  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  as  alleged  in  the  second  and  third 
counts;  and  then  sets  forth  the  certificate  of  said  Kelly  and 
Durkee  that  they  had  since  the  date  of  the  agreement  pur- 
chased all  their  supply  of  such  goods  as  are  produced  by  the 
Distilling  &  Cattle  Feeding  Company,  exclusively  from  one 
or  more  of  the  dealers  or  distributing  agents  of  the  company, 
[111]  of  which  a  list  is  attached.  This  certificate  bears  date 
May  7, 1892,  and  it  is  charg^  that  the  purchaser's  compliance 
witJi  tile  terms  and  conditions  on  which  the  company  prom- 
ised to  make  or  pay  the  5  cents  per  gallon  on  rebate  was  a 
contract  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce,  within  the 
provisions  of  the  statute. 

In  the  consideration  of  this  indictment  it  should  be  borne 
in  mind  that  there  are  no  common-law  offenses  against  the 
United  States;  that  the  federal  courts  cannot  resort  to  the 
common  law  as  a  source  of  criminal  jurisdiction;  that  crimes 
and  offenses,  cognizable  under  the  authority  of  the  United 
States,  are  such,  and  only  such,  as  are  expressly  designated  by 
law ;  and  that  congress  must  define  these  crimes,  fix  their  pun- 
ishment, and  confer  the  jurisdiction  to  try  them.  U.  S.  v. 
Hudsouy  7  Cranch,  32;  U.  8.  v.  Coolidge^  1  Wheat.  415; 
V.  S.  V.  Britton,  108  U.  S.  199-206,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  531. 

When  congress,  under  and  in  tiie  exercise  of  powers  con- 
ferred by  the  constitution,  adopts  or  creates  ccHnmon-law 
offenses,  the  courts  may  properly  look  to  that  body  of  juris- 
prudence for  the  true  meaning  and  definition  of  such  crimes, 
if  they  are  not  clearly  defined  in  the  act  creating  them. 
U.  S.  V.  Armstrong  J  2  Curt  446 ;  U.  S.  v.  Coppersmith^  4  Fed. 
Rep.  198.  The  act  of  July  2, 1890,  on  which  the  present  in- 
dictment is  based,  in  declaring  that  contracts,  combinations, 
and  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  between 
the  states  and  foreign  countries  were  not  only  illegal,  but 
should  constitute  criminal  offenses  against  the  United  States, 
goes  a  step  beyond  the  common  law,  in  this:  that  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade,  while  unlawful,  were  not  misdemeanors 
or  indictable  at  common  law.  It  adopts  the  common  law 
in  making  combinations  and  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  the 
designated  trade  and  commerce  criminal  offenses,  and  creates 
a  new  crime,  in  making  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  mis- 
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demeanors,  and  indictable  as  such.  But  the  act  does  not 
undertake  to*  define  what  constitutes  a  contract,  combination, 
or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  recourse  must  there- 
fore be  had  to  the  common  law  for  the  proper  definition  of 
these  general  terms,  and  to  ascertain  whether  the  acts  charged 
come  within  the  statute.  We  r^;ard  it  as  well  settled  by 
the  authorities  that  an  indictment,  following  simply  the 
language  of  the  act,  would  be  wholly  insufficient,  for  the 
reason  that  the  words  of  the  statute  do  not  of  themselves 
fully,  directly,  and  clearly  set  forth  all  the  elements  neces- 
sary to  constitute  the  offense  intended  to  be  punished.  27.  /S. 
V.  Cruikshank^  92  U.  S.  542;  V.  8.  v.  Simmands,  96  U.  S. 
360;  U.  S.v.  OarU,  105  U.S.  eil;  U.S.v.  BrUton,l(nXJ.8. 
665,  2  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  612;  U.  S.  v.  TrumbiiU,  46  Fed.  Rep. 
766. 

Under  the  principle  established  by  those  cases,  the  several 
counts  of  the  present  indictment  must  be  tested,  not  by  the 
general  recitals  and  averments  thereof,  although  in  the  words 
of  the  statutes,  but  by  the  q)ecific  acts  or  particular  facts, 
which  are  alleged  to  have  been  actually  done  and  committed 
by  the  accused.  If  the  particular  acts  or  facts  charged  do 
not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  constitute  contracts,  combinations, 
or  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  several  [118]  states,  or  a  monopoly  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize any  part  of  such  trade  or  commerce,  no  amount  of  aver- 
ments and  allegations  that  the  accused  ^'  engaged  in  a  com- 
bination," or  ''  made  contracts  in  restraint "  of  such  trade  or 
commerce,  or  ^^  monopolized  "  or  ^'  attempted  to  monopolize  " 
the  same,  will  avail  to  sustain  the  indictment.  Whether  the 
accused  is  charged  with  an  offense  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
particular  acts  or  facts  set  forth,  and  not  by  the  conclusions 
of  the  pleader,  although  asserted  in  the  words  of  the  statute: 
'^  Every  offense  consists  of  certain  acts  done  or  omitted 
under  certain  circumstances,  and  in  the  indictment  for  the 
offense  it  is  not  sufficient  to  charge  the  accused  generally  with 
having  committed  the  offense,  but  all  the  circumstances  con- 
stituting the  offense  must  be  specially  set  forth."  U.  S.  v. 
Cruik^hank,  92  U.  S.  642, 563. 

Do  the  particular  facts  set  forth  in  the  indictment  consti- 
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tute  violation  of  the  statute!  In  construing  and  applying 
the  provisions  of  the  act  to  the  specific  offensea  charged,  it 
must  be  assumed  that  congress  did  not  intend  to  make  the 
enactment  either  retroactive  or  give  it  an  ex  post  facto  oper- 
ation and  effect  No  criminality  can  therefore  be  ascribed 
to  the  acts  of  the  accused  in  respect  to  their  recited  combi- 
nation on  February  11,  1890,  in  restraint  of  trade  and  com- 
merce in  distillery  products  by  means  of  the  Distilling  & 
Cattle  Feeding  Company,  a  corporation  organized  by  them 
on  that  day  under  the  laws  of  Illinois,  and  its  acquisition  and 
control  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,  of  70 
other  distilleries,  which  enabled  said  company  to  manufac- 
ture and  sell  70,000,000  gallons  of  said  distillery  products, 
said  quantity  being  75  per  cent  of  all  the  distillery  products 
manufactured  and  sold  in  the  United  States  between  the  date 
or  dates  of  acquiring  said  distilleries  and  the  finding  of  the 
indictment  It  is  not  alleged  that  this  acquisition  and  con- 
trol of  the  70  other  distilleries  by  the  accused  or  by  the  Dis- 
tilling &  Cattle  Feeding  Company,  by  means  of  which  this 
large  production  was  secured,  was  in  any  respect  unlawful ;  (lor 
is  it  alleged,  or  even  recited,  that  the  parties  from  whom  said 
70  other  distilleries  were  acquired,  were  by  contract  restrained 
from  thereafter  engaging  in  the  distillery  business,  either 
generally  or  partially.  From  anything  averred  or  recited 
to  the  contrary,  it  must  be  presumed,  in  this  proceeding,  that 
the  defendants,  or  the  Distilling  &  Cattle  Feeding  Company, 
in  whose  form  and  guise  the  accused  is  said  to  have  act/)d, 
were  in  the  rightful  possession  and  control  of  the  numerous 
distilleries  employed  by  them  in  the  manufacture  of  distilled 
products;  and  the  quantity  of  such  products,  whether  large 
or  small,  can  in  no  way  affect  the  right  of  disposition  inci- 
dent to  lawful  ownership.  Congress  may  place  restriction 
and  limitations  upon  the  right  of  corporations  created  and 
organized  under  its  authority  to  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of 
property.  It  may  also  impose  such  restrictions  and  limita- 
tions upon  the  citizen  in  respect  to  the  exercise  of  a  public 
privilege  or  franchise  conferred  by  the  United  States.  But 
congress  certainly  has  not  the  power  or  authority  under  the 
commerce  clause,  or  any  other  provision  of  the  constitution, 
to  limit  and  restrict  the  right  of  corporations  created  by  the 
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states,  or  the  citi-  [118]  zens  of  the  states,  in  the  aoquisitioii, 
control,  and  disposition  of  property.  Neither  can  congress 
regulate  or  prescribe  the  price  or  prices  at  which  such  prop- 
erty, or  the  products  thereof,  shall  be  sold  by  the  owner  or 
owners,  whether  corporations  or  individuals.  It  is  equally 
clear  that  congress  has  no  jurisdiction  over,  and  cannot  make 
criminal,  the  aims,  purposes,  and  intentions  of  persons  in 
the  acquisition  and  control  of  property,  which  the  states  of 
their  residence  or  creation  stoiction  and  permit  It  is  not 
material  that  such  property,  or  the  products  thereof,  may 
become  the  subject  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states  or  with  foreign  nations.  Commerce  among  the  states, 
within  the  exclusive  regulating  power  of  congress,  ^^  consists 
of  intercourse  and  traffic  between  their  citizens,  and  includes 
the  transportation  of  persons  and  property,  as  well  as  the 
purchase,  sale,  and  exchange  of  commodities."  County  of 
MohOe  V.  KimbaU,  102  U.  S.  691-702;  Gloucester  Ferry  Go. 
V.  Pennsylvania^  114  U.  S.  208,  5  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  826.  In  the 
application  of  this  comprehensive  definition,  it  is  settled  by 
the  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  that  such  commerce  in- 
cludes, not  only  the  actual  transportation  of  commodities 
and  persons  between  the  states,  but  also  the  instrumentalities 
and  processes  of  such  transportation.  That  it  includes  all 
the  negotiations  and  contracts  which  have  for  their  object, 
or  involve  as  an  element  thereof,  such  transmission  or  passage 
from  one  state  to  another.  That  such  commerce  begins,  and 
the  regulating  power  of  congress  attaches,  when  the  com- 
modity or  thing  traded  in  commences  its  tnmsportation  ivoaa 
the  state  of  its  production  or  situs  to  some  other  state  or 
foreign  country,  and  terminates  when  the  transportation  is 
completed,  and  the  property  has  become  a  part  of  the  gen- 
eral mass  of  the  property  in  the  state  of  its  destination. 
When  the  commerce  begins  is  determined,  not  by  the  char- 
acter of  the  commodity,  nor  by  the  intention  of  the  owner 
to  transfer  it  to  another  state  for  sale,  nor  by  his  preparation 
of  it  for  transportation,  but  by  its  actual  delivery  to  a  com- 
mon carrier  for  transportation,  or  the  actual  commencement 
of  its  transfer  to  another  state.  At  that  time  the  power  and 
regulating  authority  of  the  state  ceases,  and  that  of  congress 
attaches  and  continues,  until  it  has  reached  another  state,  and 
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become  mingled  with  the  general  mass  of  property  in  the 
latter  state.  That  neither  the  production  or  manufacture 
of  articles  or  commodities  which  constitute  subjects  of  com- 
merce, and  which  are  intended  for  trade  and  traffic  with  cit- 
izens of  other  states,  nor  the  preparation  for  their  transpor- 
tation from  the  state  where  produced  or  manufactured,  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  the  actual  transfer,  or  transmission 
thereof  to  another  state,  constitutes  that  interstate  commerce 
which  comes  within  the  regulating  power  of  conigress;  and, 
further,  that  after  the  termination  of  the  transportation  of 
commodities  or  articles  of  traffic  from  one  state  to  another, 
and  the  mingling  or  merging  thereof  in  the  general  mass  of 
property  in  the  state  of  destination,  the  sale,  distribution, 
and  consumption  thereof  in  the  latter  state  forms  no  part 
of  interstate  commerce.  Pensacola  Teh  Co.  v.  Western  Union 
Tel.  Co.^  96  U.  S.  1 ;  Brown  v.  Houston^  114  U.  S.  622, 6  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  1091;  Coe  v.  En^ol,  116  U.  S.  517-620,  6.  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  475;  Bobbins  [1141  v.  Taxing  Dist.,  120  U.  S.  497,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  692 ;  and  Kidd  v.  Pearson^  128  U.  S.  1, 9  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  6.  In  the  latter  case  the  supreme  court  pointed  out  the 
distinction  between  commerce  and  the  subjects  thereof,  and 
held  that  the  manufacture  of  distilled  spirits,  even  though 
they  were  intended  for  export  to  other  states,  was  not  com- 
merce, falling  within  the  regulating  powers  of  congress. 

Stripping  the  indictment  of  its  verbiage, — ^its  general  re- 
citals and  conclusions  of  law, — does  either  count  thereof 
charge  any  real  offense  against  the  United  States  over  which 
the  district  court  of  Massachusetts  has  jurisdiction!  The 
specific  offense  charged  in  the  first  count  is  that  the  defend- 
ants, under  the  form  and  guise  of  the  Distilling  &  Cattle 
Feeding  Company,  sold  on  October  3,  1890,  to  Mills  and 
Gaffield,  copartners  under  the  name  of  D.  T.  Mills  &  Co.,  a 
certain  quantity  of  distilled  products  then  in  the  state  of 
Illinois ;  that,  by  reason  of  said  Distilling  &  Cattle  Feeding 
Company's  controlling  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  75  per 
cent,  of  all  such  products  in  the  United  States,  they  fixed  the 
price  at  which  said  purchasers  should  and  did  sell  said  alco- 
hol for  use  in  Massachusetts,  or  for  transportation  into  any 
other  state,  ^  and  did  compel  said  Mills  and  Gaffield,  as  co- 
partners, to  sell  said  alcohol  at  no  less  price  than  that  fixed  " 
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by  them.  It  is  not  alleged  how  said  Boston  purchasers  were 
^  compelled  "  to  sell  at  the  prices  fixed  by  the  defendants, 
nor  how,  or  under  what  arrangement,  the  defendants  fixed 
the  price  at  which  the  alcohol  should  be  sold  in  Massachu- 
setts, or  for  transportation  therefrom.  Was  it  one  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  contract  of  sale  and  purchase,  or  was  it  by 
a  combination  or  conspiracy  between  the  defendants  and  the 
Boston  purchasers!  The  means  described  by  which  the  de- 
fendants were  enabled  to  fix  the  price  at  which  the  purchasers 
should  sell  the  alcohol  was  certainly  not  a  ^  contract,  combi- 
nation, or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce 
among  the  states."  If  they,  by  force  or  duress,  "  compelled  " 
the  purchasers  to  sell  at  a  price  fixed  by  them,  such  compul- 
sion would  not  constitute  either  a  contract,  combination,  or 
conspiracr^  in  restraint  of  trade.  It  cannot  be  assumed,  un- 
der the  language  employed  in  this  count,  that  there  was  any 
^contract"  between  the  defendants  and  Mills  and  Qaffield 
which  by  its  terms  and  provisions  restrained  the  latter  in 
respect  to  the  price  at  which  they  should  or  did  sell  the  alco- 
hoL  The  count  certainly  charges  no  ^  combination  or  con- 
spiracy," within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  between  the  defend- 
ants and  the  Boston  purchasers.  The  charge  is  too  vague 
and  general  to  show  a  ^  contract "  in  restraint  of  trade,  such 
as  the  first  section  of  the  act  contemplates  and  declares  illegaL 
It  cannot  be  aided  by  presimiption  or  intendments.  It  is  bad 
upon  its  face,  and  charges  no  offense  committed  in  the  state 
of  Massachusetts  of  which  the  United  States  courts  in  that 
state  could  take  jurisdiction. 

The  second  count  charges  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  defend- 
ants to  monopolize  to  themselves,  under  the  form  and  guise 
of  said  Distilling  &  Cattle  Feeding  Company,  the  trade  and 
commerce  in  distillery  products  among  the  several  states,  and 
between  the  state  of  Massachusetts  and  other  states;  the  spe- 
cial acts  on  which  this  charge  is  based  being  that,  [116]  on 
the  purchase  of  certain  quantities  of  alcohol  by  C.  I.  Hood, 
and  Kelly  &  Durkee,  (citizens  and  residents  of  Massachu- 
setts,) in  September,  1890,  from  certain  distributing  agents 
of  the  Distilling  &  Cattle  Feeding  Company,  the  defendants, 
under  the  form  and  guise  of  said  company,  agreed  and  prom- 
ised tibat  if  said  purchasers  would,  for  a  certain  designated 
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period,  (six  months,)  buy  all  their  supply  or  supplies  of  dis- 
tillery products  exclusivdy  from  said  company's  distributing 
agents,  (two  of  whom,  as  appears  in  the  count,  were  located 
at  Boston,  Mass.,)  and  would  not  sell  the  alcohol  or  other 
distillery  products  so  purchased  at  any  lower  prices  than  the 
list  prices  of  such  distributing  agents,  and  would  make  a 
proper  certificate  of  such  facts,  then  the  said  Distilling  & 
Cattle  Feeding  Company  would  make  and  pay  to  said  pur- 
chasers a  rebate  of  five  cents  per  gallon  on  each  gallon  pur- 
chased by  them.  The  third  and  fourth  counts  set  out  sub- 
stantially the  same  arrangement  and  agreement  as  to  the 
payment  of  a  rd>ate  of  five  cents  per  gallon  upon  the  pur- 
chasers' compliance,  during  the  period  stated,  with  the  afore- 
said terms  and  conditicms,  and  charge  the  same  to  have  been 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the 
states,  within  the  purview  of  the  statute.  We  may  therefore 
consider  those  three  counts  together.  Do  the  facts  therein 
set  forth  constitute  either  an  ^  attempt  to  monopolize  "  trade 
and  commerce  in  distillery  products  among  the  states,  or 
contracts  in  restraint  of  such  trade!  It  is  not  very  dear 
what  congress  meant  by  the  second  section  of  the  act  of 
July  2, 1890,  in  declaring  it  a  misdemeanor  to  ^  monopolize," 
or  ^  attempt  to  monopolize,"  any  part  of  the  trade  or  com- 
merce among  tiie  states  or  with  foreign  nations.  It  is  very 
certain  that  congress  could  not,  and  did  not,  by  this  enact- 
ment, attempt  to  prescribe  limits  to  the  acquisition,  either 
l^  the  private  citizen  or  state  corporation,  of  property  which 
might  become  the  subject  of  interstate  commerce,  or  declare 
that,  when  the  accumulation  or  control  of  property  by  legiti- 
mate means  and  lawful  methods  reached  such  magnitude  or 
proportions  as  enabled  the  owner  or  owners  to  control  the 
traffic  therein,  or  any  part  thereof,  among  the  states,  a  crim- 
inal offense  was  committed  by  such  owner  or  owners.  All 
persons,  individually  or  in  corporate  organizations,  carrying 
on  business  avocations  and  enterprises  involving  the  pur- 
chase, sale,  or  exchange  of  articles,  or  the  production  and 
manufacture  of  commodities,  which  form  the  subjects  of  oomr 
meroe,  will,  in  a  popular  sense,  monopolize  both  state  and 
interstate  traffic  in  such  articles  or  conunodities  just  in  pro- 
portion as  the  owner's  business  is  increased,  enlarged,  and 
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developed.  But  the  magnitude  of  a  party's  busmesB,  pro- 
daction,  or  manufacture,  with  the  incidental  and  indirect 
powers  thereby  acquired,  and  with  the  purpose  of  regulating 
prices  and  controlling  interstate  traffic  in  the  articles  or  com- 
modities forming  the  subject  of  such  business,  production,  or 
manufacture,  is  not  the  monopoly,  or  attempt  to  monopolize, 
which  the  statute  condemns. 

A  ^^  monopoly,"  in  the  prohibited  sense,  involves  the  ele- 
ment of  an  exdusive  privilege  or  grant  which  restrained 
others  from  the  exercise  of  a  right  or  liberty  which  they  had 
before  the  monopoly  was  secured.  In  commercial  law,  it  is 
the  abuse  of  free  commerce,  by  which  one  or  more  [116]  indi- 
viduals have  procured  the  advantage  of  selling  alone  or 
exclusively  all  of  a  particular  kind  of  merchandise  or  com- 
modity to  the  detriment  of  the  public  As  defined  by  Black- 
stone,  (4  Bl.  Comm.  159,)  and  by  Lord  Coke,  (8  Go.  Inst. 
181,)  it  is  a  grant  from  the  sovereign  power  of  the  state  by 
commission,  letters  patent,  or  otherwise,  to  any  person  or 
corporation,  by  whidi  the  exclusive  right  of  buying,  selling, 
making,  worldng,  or  using  anything  is  given.  When  this 
section  of  the  act  was  under  consideration  in  the  senate,  dis- 
tingmshed  members  of  its  judiciary  committee  and  lawyers  of 
great  ability  explained  what  they  understood  the  term  ^  mo- 
nopoly" to  mean;  one  of  them  saying:  ^^It  is  the  sole 
engrossing  to  a  man's  self  by  means  which  prevent  other  men 
from  engaging  in  fair  competition  with  him."  Another  sen- 
ator defined  the  term  in  the  language  of  Webster's  Diction- 
ary: ^^To  engross  or  obtain,  by  any  means,  the  exclusive 
light  of,  especially  the  right  of  trading,  to  any  place  or  with 
any  country,  or  district;  as  to  monopolize  the  India  or  Le- 
vant trade."  It  will  be  noticed  that,  in  all  the  foregoing 
definitions  of  ^monopoly,"  there  is  embraced  two  leading 
elements,  viz.,  an  exclusive  right  or  privilege,  on  the  one  side, 
and  a  restriction  or  restraint  on  the  other,  which  will  operate 
to  prevent  the  exercise  of  a  right  or  liberty  open  to  the  public 
before  the  monopoly  was  secured.  This  beinig,  as  we  think, 
the  general  meaning  of  the  term,  as  employed  in  the  second 
section  of  the  statute,  an  ^  attempt  to  monopolize  "  any  part 
of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  states  must  be  an  attempt 
to  secure  or  acquire  an  exclusive  right  in  such  trade  or  com- 
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merce  by  means  which  prevent  or  restrain  others  from  engag- 
ing therein.  It  was  certainly  not  a  ^'  monopoly,"  in  the  legal 
sense  of  the  term,  for  the  accused  or  the  Distilling  &  Cattle 
Feeding  Company  to  own  70  distilleries,  and  the  products 
thereof,  whether  such  products  amounted  to  the  whole  or  a 
large  part  of  what  was  produced  in  the  country.  Their  own- 
ership and  control  of  such  products,  as  subjects  of  trade  and 
commerce,  is  not  what  the  statute  condemns,  but  the  mo- 
nopoly or  attempt  to  monopolize  the  interstate  trade  or 
commerce  therein.  In  this  acquisition  and  operation  of  the 
70  distilleries,  which  enabled  the  accused  or  said  Distilling 
&  Cattle  Feeding  Company  to  manufacture  and  control  the 
sale  of  75  per  cent,  of  the  distillery  products  of  the  country, 
it  does  not  appear,  nor  is  it  alleged,  that  the  persons  from 
whom  said  distilleries  were  acquired  were  placed  under  any 
restraint,  by  contract  Or  otherwise,  which  prevented  them 
from  continuing  or  re-engaging  in  such  business.  All  other 
persons  who  chose  to  engage  therein  were  at  liberty  to  do  so. 
The  effort  to  control  the  production  and  manufacture  of  dis- 
tilleiy  products,  by  the  enlargement  and  extension  of  busi- 
ness, was  not  an  attempt  to  monopolize  trade  and  commerce 
in  such  products  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  may 
therefore  be  left  out  of  further  consideration. 

Was  the  arrangement  with  the  Boston  purchasers,  as  to 
making  them  a  rebate  upon  the  conditions  stated,  an  attempt 
to  monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  and  commerce  among  the 
states  in  distillery  products?  It  is  not  alleged,  nor  is  it  to  be 
inferred  from  anything  that  is  set  forth,  that  said  pur- 
chasers bound  themselves,  or  entered  into  any  contractual 
[117]  obligations  or  understanding,  to  buy  their  distillery 
supplies  exclusively  from  the  distributing  agents  of  said 
Distilling  &  Cattle  Feeding  Company.  They  were  left  at 
perfect  liberty  to  purchase  when,  where,  or  from  whom  they 
pleased.  No  contractual  or  other  restraint  was  placed  upon 
them.  Upon  certain  conditions,  which  it  was  entirely  op- 
tional with  them  to  comply  with  or  disregard,  a  rebate  was 
promised  by  the  seller.  Such  an  arrangement  does  not 
amount  to  a  contract  to  purchase  exclusively  from  said  dis- 
tilling company  or  its  distributing  agents.  But,  suppose  it 
did,  there  was  nothing  in  such  an  agreement  unlawful  or  in 
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oontrayention  of  the  statute.  The  promide  of  a  rebate,  as 
an  mduoement  for  exclusive  trading,  certainly  does  not  con- 
stitute an  ^  attempt  to  monopolize,"  when  the  purchaser  is 
left  at  liberty  to  buy  where  he  pleases,  and  when  all  other 
sellers  of  the  article  are  left  unrestrained  in  offering  the  same, 
or  greater,  inducements.  As  to  the  remaining  condition 
upon  which  the  rebate  was  to  be  payable,  the  same  observa- 
tion may  be  made.  The  purchasers  were  placed  under  no 
contractual  or  other  restraint  in  respect  to  the  price  at  which 
they  should  sell.  They  were  simply  offered  a  rebate,  as  an 
inducement  not  to  undersell  the  vendor's  distributing  agents, 
two  of  whom  were  located  at  Boston,  Mass.  The  arrange- 
ment relied  on,  considered  either  in  detail  or  as  a  whole,  in- 
volved no  ^^  attempt  to  monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or 
commerce  among  the  states.^'  The  rebate  promised,  upon 
condition  of  exclusive  purchases  and  not  underselling  the 
vendor's  distributing  agents,  was  a  legitimate  method  of  in- 
ducing trade;  but  the  means  thus  employed  in  no  way  op- 
erated to  prevent  or  restrain  others  from  offering  the  same, 
or  greater,  inducements.  The  condition  as  to  not  selling  at 
lower  prices  than  those  of  the  distributing  agents  may  have 
had  a  tendency  to  maintain  prices,  but  that  would  not  have 
been  an  attempt  to  monopolize  trade*  The  inducements  of- 
fered for  the  exclusive  trade,  and  to  sell  at  no  lower  prices 
than  the  price  list  of  the  distributing  agents,  was  not  preju- 
dicial to  the  public.  It  was  in  no  way  contrary  to  public 
policy,  or  an  unlawful  restraint  of  trade,  as  will  be  seen 
from  the  authorities  hereinafter  referred  to.  But,  aside 
from  this,  it  is  not  shown  that  said  arrangement  necessarily 
involved  or  related  to  interstate  traffic  It  is  not  alleged 
that  Webb  &  Harrison,  the  distributing  agents,  from  whom 
Hood  and  Kelly  and  Durkee  made  their  purchases  of  alcohol, 
were  located  or  made  such  sales  in  some  other  state  than 
Massachusetts;  nor  that  the  alcohol  itself  was  beyond  the 
limits  of  that  *state  when  purchased.  Neither  is  it  shown 
that  the  exclusive  purchases  thereafter  to  be  made,  as  one  of 
the  conditions  on  which  the  rebate  was  to  be  paid,  could  not 
have  been  made  in  the  state  of  Massachusetts,  it  appearing 
from  the  face  of  the  count  that  two  of  such  distributing 
agents  were  located  at  Boston,  in  said  state.    Without  dwell- 
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ing  further  upon  its  consideration,  we  are  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  this  second  count  fails  to  charge  any  offense 
against  the  petitioner. 

What  has  been  already  said  applies  largely  to  the  third 
and  fourth  counts.  The  matter  of  the  promised  rebate  upon 
the  same  conditions  as  set  forth  in  the  second  count,  which 
is  charged  to  have  been  a  con-  [118]  tract  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerce  among  the  states,  and  between  the 
state  of  Massachusetts  and  other  states,  does  not  consti- 
tute any  offense  against  the  United  States,  or  in  any  way 
contravene  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  be- 
cause there  was  actually  no  contract  which  bound,  or  at- 
tempted to  bind,  the  Massachusetts  purchasers  of  alcohol, 
as  to  where  or  from  whom  they  would  make  further  pur- 
chases during  the  period  stated,  nor  as  to  the  price  or  prices 
at  which  they  should  selL  They  were  simply  offered  an  in- 
ducement in  respect  to  those  matters,  which  they  were  at 
perfect  liberty  to  comply  with  or  decline.  They  were  not 
restrained  by  any  contractual  obligation  during  the  stipu- 
lated period.  The  agreement  was  wholly  unilateral  during 
that  period.  Upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  as  al- 
leged in  the  fourth  count,  they  were  entitled  to  the  rebate; 
but  such  compliance  had  no  retroactive  operation  to  create 
a  valid  and  subsisting  contract  between  the  parties  prior 
thereto,  or  during  the  period  intervening  between  the  date 
of  the  promise  and  the  full  compliance  with  the  conditions  on 
which  the  rebate  was  to  be  paid.  During  that  period  there 
was  between  the  parties  no  contract  in  restraint  of  trade. 
But  suppose  the  arrangement  could  by  any  possibility  be 
construed  into  a  contract  between  the  parties  from  the  date 
of  the  promise,  or  during  the  stipulated  period,  it  could  not 
be  held  to  be  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade.  It  is  not 
deemed  necessary  to  review  the  authorities  upon  the  subject 
of  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  nor  would  it  be  at  all  profit- 
able. It  is  well  settled  that  contracts  in  general  restraint  of 
trade  are  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  therefore  unlawfuL 
The  arrangement  under  consideration  cannot  possibly  be 
considered  as  one  in  general  restraint  of  trade.  Where  the 
restraint  is  partial,  either  as  to  time  or  place,  its  validity  is 
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to  be  determined  by  its  reasonableness  and  the  existence  of 
a  consideration  to  support  it.  The  question  of  its  reasonable- 
ness depends  on  the  consideration  whether  it  is  more  injuri- 
ous to  the  public  than  is  required  to  afford  a  fair  protection 
to  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  is  secured.  No  precise  bound- 
ary can  be  laid  down  as  to  when,  and  under  what  circum- 
stances, the  restraint  would  be  reasonable,  and  when  it  would 
be  excessive.  NavigaHan  Co.  v.  Winsor^  20  Wall.  64-68; 
Bedl  V.  CJiase^  31  Mich.  490;  Ward  v.  Byme^  5  Mees.  A  W. 
649 ;  Homer  v.  Graves^  Y  Bing.  735 ;  MaUan  v.  May,  11  Mees. 
&  W.  667 ;  Whittaker  v.  Howe^  8  Beav.  888 ;  Hodge  v.  Sloatij 
107  N.  Y.  244,  17  N.  E.  Rep.  886.  In  the  present  case,  the 
arrangement  treated  as  a  contract  was  founded  upon  a 
valid  ccmsideration,  and  only  secured  to  the  vendors  a  rear 
sonable  protection  in  their  business.  It  was  not  an  unlawful 
contract  in  restraint  of  trade.  The  authorities  fully  support 
this  conclusion.  Li  addition  to  those  referred  to  above,  we 
dte  the  following :  Brovm  v.  RouneaveU^  78  HI.  589 ;  Fowle  v. 
Par*,  181  U.  S.  88, 9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  658;  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  Co. 
v.  Pidlman  South.  Car  Co.,  189  U.  S.  79, 11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  490 ; 
Mogul  S.  S.  Co.  V.  McGregor,  [1892]  App.  Cas.  pt.  1,  p.  25, 
(decided  by  the  house  of  lords  in  December,  1891.)  In  this 
latter  case  there  was  a  combination  or  association  of  ship 
owners  who,  being  engaged  in  the  trade  with  China,  with  a 
view  of  obtaining  a  monopoly  of  the  homeward  tea  trade 
and  ex-  [119]  eluding  the  plaintiffs  from  competing  with 
them  for  the  same,  and  thereby  keep  up  freight,  offered 
to  rebate  or  repay  every  sixth  month,  to  such  merchants  and 
shippers  in  China  as  should  have  shipped  their  tea  exclu- 
sively in  vessels  of  the  association,  5  per  cent,  on  all  freight 
paid  by  them.  The  plaintiffs,  as  rival  and  competing  ship 
owners,  were  thereby  excluded  from  this  business,  and  sued 
for  damages,  and  the  question  (almost  identical  with  that 
under  consideration)  was  presented  whether  the  combina- 
tion and  arrangement  adopted  by  the  association  to  secure  the 
exclusive  transportation  of  tea  trade  was  in  any  way  unlaw- 
ful It  was  first  passed  upon,  and  held  to  be  free  from  ob- 
jection, by  Lord  Coleridge.  21  Q.  B.  Div.  554, 4  Ry.  &  Corp. 
Iaw  J.  611.    His  decision  was  sustained  on  appeal,  (28  Q.  B. 
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Div.  698, 7  By.  &  Corp.  Law  J.  228,)  and  was  finally  aflkmed 
by  the  house  of  lords.  It  would  be  highly  instructiye  to 
quote  at  length  from  the  opinions'  delivered  in  the  house  of 
lords,  if  the  limits  of  this  opinion  permitted.  The  reason- 
ing and  conclusions  there  reached  fully  sustain  our  oonclu* 
sions  in  the  present  case. 

But  tiiere  is  another  and  fatal  objection  to  all  the  counts 
of  this  indictment.  All  the  acts  and  matters  charged  as 
criminal  offenses  were,  as  shown  upon  the  face  of  the  indict- 
ment, the  acts  of  the  Distilling  &  Cattle  Feeding  Company, 
a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  Illinois.  It  is 
not  alleged  what  relation  the  accused  bore  to  said  corpora- 
tion ;  nor  does  it  appear  whether  their  connection  therewith 
was  other  than  that  of  mere  stockholders,  except  as  to  the 
defendant  Greenhut  By  the  eighth  section  of  the  statute, 
it  is  provided  "  that  the  word  '  person '  or  *  persons '  wher- 
ever used  in  that  act,  shall  be  deemed  to  include  corpora- 
tions and  associations  existing  under  or  authorized  by  the 
laws  of  either  the  United  States,  the  laws  of  any  of  the 
territories,  the  laws  of  any  state,  or  the  laws  of  any  foreign 
country.''  If  the  acts  charged  constitute  criminal  offenses, 
the  Distilling  &  Cattle  Feeding  Company  is  the  ^person" 
who  has  committed  the  same.  It  would  be  unheard  of  in 
criminal  jurisprudence  to  make  its  stockholders  criminally 
responsible  for  the  corporation's  violation  of  the  statute. 
That  corporation  can  readily  be  reached  and  prosecuted  by 
the  government,  either  civilly  or  criminally,  for  what  it 
may  have  done  in  contravention  of  the  law,  without  requir- 
ing the  courts,  by  strained  construction  of  the  statute,  to 
extend  its  provisions  and  make  them  embrace  -all  parties 
merely  interested  in  such  corporation.  Except  in  conspiracy 
offenses,  there  is  no  criminality  by  representation.  We  have 
not  deemed  it  necessary  or  proper  to  attempt  the  difficult 
task  of  defining  the  cases  to  which  tiie  statute  will  apply. 
The  enactment  was  manifestly  aimed  at  the  trust  combina- 
tions and  associations  formed  by  individuals  and  corpora- 
tions, which  the  state  courts  have  in  most  instances  declared 
illegal.  The  conclusion  of  the  court  is  that  the  petitioner, 
Lewis  H.  Greene  should  be  discharged,  and  it  is  accordingly 
so  ordered  and  adjudged. 
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.[«46]    UNITED  STATES  v.  NELSON  ET  AL. 
(District  Ck>urt,  D.  Minnesota.    Octolier  10,  1802.) 
[52  Fed.,  646.] 

IfoNOPOLiEB — Sufficiency  of  Indictment — Words  of  STATim. — An 
indictment  nnder  the  act  of  congress,  "to  protect  trade  and  com- 
merce  against  unlawful  restraint  and  monopolies,"  (26  St  at  Large, 
p.  209,)  mnst  contain  a  certain  description  of  the  offense,  and  a 
statement  of  facts  constituting  same,  and  it  is  not  safflcient  simply 
to  follow  the  language  of  the  statute.* 

Same — What  Constitutes — Agreement  to  Raise  Price. — ^An  agree- 
ment between  a  number  of  lumber  dealers  to  raise  the  price  of  lum- 
ber 50  cents  per  thousand  feet,  in  advance  of  the  market  price, 
cannot  operate  as  a  restraint  upon  trade,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  of  congress,  *'  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  vnlawfo] 
restraint  and  mon<H>olies,"  (26  St  at  Large,  p.  200,)  unless  sacb 
aipreement  inyolyes  an  absorption  of  the  entire  traffic,  and  is  entered 
into  for  the  purpose  of  monopolizing  trade  in  that  commodity  with 
the  object  of  extortion. 

At  Law.  Indictment  under  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  (26 
St  at  Large,  p.  209,)  ^^  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against 
unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies/'  Demurrer  to  all  the 
counts  sustained. 

The  United  States  District  Attorney. 

W.  E.  Hale^  for  defendants.  \ 

Nelson,  District  Judge. 

In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Benjamin  F,  Nelson^  Stim- 
ner  T.  McKnight^  WtUiam  H.  H.  Day^  et  al,^  a  demurrer  is 
interposed  to  the  indictment  Pressure  of  business  in  court 
has  prevented  an  earlier  decision,  and  I  can  now  only  give 
my  reasons  briefly  for  sustaining  the  demurrer.  The  indict- 
ment intends  to  charge  offenses  under  the  act  of  congress 
entitled  "An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  un- 
lawful restraints  and  monopolies."  This  statute  declares 
contracts,  combinations  in  the  form  of  trusts  or  otherwise, 
and  monopolies  to  restrain  trade  or  commerce  among  the 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1883,  by  West  Publishing  Oo. 
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sefveral  states  and  foreign  nations,  illegal,  and  makes  them 
offenses,  and  affixes  the  punishment  The  indictment  pur- 
ports to  charge  the  defendants  with  violating  the  law  by 
entering  into  a  contract,  and  unlawfully  engaging  in  a  com- 
bination in  the  form  of  a  trust,  and  confederating  together 
in  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  among  the  several  states. 
There  are  12  coimts  in  the  indictment  The  first  6  counts 
charge  the  offense  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  and  the 
others  set  forth  facts  which  are  claimed  to  constitute  the 
offense.  The  federal  courts  by  this  act  are  given  jurisdiction 
to  apply  remedies  in  cases  where  interstate  commerce  is 
injuriously  affected  by  combinations  and  contracts  which  the 
state  courts  had  formerly  applied  to  protect  local  interests. 
In  order  to  administer  the  law,  the  court  must  determine 
what  is  an  unreasonable  and  unlawful  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce  by  contracts,  trusts,  and  conspiracies,  and  whether 
a  contract  is  injurious  to  the  public.  In  all  cases  at  common 
law,  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  the  acts  complained  of 
threatened  the  interests  of  the  public,  and  this  is  true  whether 
the  remedy  sought  to  be  applied  is  by  civil  or  criminal  pro- 
ceedings. It  is  urged  by  the  district  attorney  that,  the  offense 
being  statutory,  the  general  rule  in  such  cases,  to  wit,  [647] 
that  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  the  offense  in  the  language  of  the 
statute,  will  sustain  the  first  six  counts.  I  cannot  agree  to 
that  This  is  jiot  a  case  where  every  fact  necessary  to  consti- 
tute the  offense  is  charged,  or  necessarily  implied,  by  follow- 
ing the  words  of  the  statute;  and  the  words  themselves  fully 
and  directly,  without  any  uncertainty  or  ambiguity,  set  ferth 
all  of  the  elements  necessary  to  constitute  the  offense ;  and  it 
is  not  sufficient  to  follow  only  the  language  of  the  statute. 
Where  the  act  becomes  illegal  and  an  offense  only  from  the 
means  used  to  effect  it,  as  in  this  statute,  the  indictment  must 
state,  where  it  is  practicable,  so  much  as  will  show  its  ille- 
gality and  charge  the  accused  with  a  substantial  offense. 
See  TJ.  S.  v.  Cruikshank^  92  D.  S.  558.  The  charge  must 
contain  a  statement  of  facts  constituting  the  offense,  and  a 
certain  description  of  it,  which  this  indictment  does  not  in 
either  of  the  first  six  counts,  and  they  cannot  be  sustained. 

Do  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  last  six  coimts  describe  an 
offense  which  the  statute  forbids!    The  first  of  these  counts 
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charges,  in  substance,  that  the  defendants  were  each  dealers 
in  lumber  in  the  United  States,  and  each  transacted  business 
at  numerous  towns  and  cities  in  different  states,  and  on  Sep- 
tember 7th,  at  the  city  of  Minneapolis,  they  agreed  together 
that  they  would  raise  the  price  of  lumber  50  cents  per  thou- 
sand feet  in  advance  of  the  market  price  of  pine  lumber  in 
the  states  of  Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  Iowa,  Illinois,  and  Mis- 
souri, and  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement  they  did  then  and 
there  raise  the  price  of  pine  lumber  50  cents  per  thousand 
feet  in  each  of  said  states  in  which  they  transacted  business. 
How  this  advance  in  price  by  these  parties  in  the  several 
states  mentioned  could  regulate  thereby  the  price  for  all 
dealers  is  not  set  forth.  It  appears  that  the  idea  of  the 
pleader  was  that  a  mutual  agreement  between  several  dealers 
that  they  would  raise  the  price  of  the  lumber  owned  or  manu- 
factured by  themselves  50  cents  per  thousand  feet  above  the 
market  price  necessarily  advanced  the  price  of  all  the  pine 
lumber  for  sale  in  those  states  to  that  extent,  and  none  could 
be  purchased  for  a  less  price.  While  it  may  be  true  that 
some  of  the  other  dealers  might  attempt  to  induce  purchasers 
to  be  governed  by  the  price  fixed  in  their  locality  by  flie 
parties  to  the  agreement,  and  try  to  keep  up  prices,  yet  com- 
petition in  the  commodity  would  soon  bring  the  price  down, 
unless  there  were  fraudulent  or  coercive  means  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  restraining  oflier  dealers,  and  preventing  them 
from  exercising  their  own  judgment  as  to  prices. 

An  agreement  between  a  number  of  dealers  and  manufac- 
turers to  raise  prices,  unless  they  practically  controlled  the 
entire  commodity,  cannot  operate  as  a  restraint  upon  trade, 
nor  does  it  tend  to  injuriously  affect  the  public.  Unless  the 
agreement  involves  an  absorption  of  the  entire  traffic  in 
lumber,  and  is  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
entire  control  of  it  with  the  object  of  extortion,  it  is  not  ob- 
jectionable to  the  statute,  in  my  opinion.  Competition  is  not 
^tifled  by  such  an  agreement,  and  other  dealers  would  soon 
force  the  parties  to  the  agreement  to  sell  at  the  market  price, 
or  a  reasonable  price,  at  least  What  has  been  said  in  regard 
to  this  count  applies  to  the  remaining  five,  in  which  [618] 
wrongful  combinations  and  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade 
are  alleged,  and  a  monopoly  of  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the 
10870*»— S.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 6 
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trade  and  oommeroe  in  lumber  in  the  several  states  men- 
tioned. The  allegations  are  too  indefinite  and  uncertain,  and 
the  demurrer  to  all  the  counts  is  sustained. 


[440]     UNITED     STATES    v.    TRANS  -  MISSOURI 
FREIGHl'  ASS'N  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court,  D.  Kansas.    Noyember  28,  1892.) 
[53  Fed.,  440.] 

CABBiKBa— CoiiBiNATiONS  TO  MAINTAIN  RATES.— All  agreement  be- 
tween several  competing  railway  companies,  and  the  formation 
of  an  association  thereunder,  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  just 
and  reasonable  rates,  preventing  unjust  discriminations  by  furnish- 
ing adequate  and  equal  facilities  for  the  interchange  of  traffic  be- 
tween the  several  lines,  without  preventing  or  illegally  limiting 
competition,  is  not  an  agreement,  combination,  or  conspiracy  In 
restraint  of  trade  in  violation  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  §  !.» 

Samk— MoNOFOUBS.— Nor  is  such  an  agreement  in  violation  of  section 
2  of  such  act,  as  tending  to  the  monopolization  of  trade  and  com- 
merce. 

Samb — PuBUC  PouoT— TRANSFis  Of  FRANCHISE. — Where  each  com- 
pany, by  such  agreement,  maintains  Its  own  organization  as  before, 
elects  its  own  officers,  delegates  no  powers  to  the  association  to 
govern  in  any  respect  tiie  operations  or  metliods  of  transacting  tlie 
routine  [441]  business  of  the  several  competing  lines,  but  simply 
requires  that  each  company  shall  charge  just  and  reasonable  rates, 
and  provides  for  certain  regulations  in  regard  to  changes  in  such 
rates,  such  contract  or  agreement  is  not  forbidden  by  public  policy 
as  amounting  to  a  transfer  of  the  franchises  and  corporate  powers 
of  such  companies. 

Same — ^Monofolocs — ^Intebstats  CoifiiEBCB  Aor. — It  was  not  the  in- 
tention of  congress  to  include  common  carriers  subject  to  the  act  of 
February  4,  1887,  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1800, 
which  is  a  special  statute,  relating  to  combinations  in  the  form  of 
trusts  and  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade. 

In  Equity.  Bill  by  the  United  States  against  the  Trans- 
Missouri  Freight  Association,  the  Atchison,  Topeka  A  Santa 

•  Affirmed  by  ttie  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit  (68  Fed., 
68).  See  p.  188.  Reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (166  U.  S.,  290). 
8ee^648. 

»  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1896,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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Fe  Bnilroad  Company,  and  others,  for  the  dissolution  of  an 
association  or  ccHnbination  alleged  to  be  in  restraint  of  trade 
in  violation  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,  and  for  an  injunction 
restraining  the  several  o(mipanies  from  carrying  into  effect 
the  agreement  imder  whidi  the  association  was  formed. 
Bill  dismissed. 

/•  W.  Ady  and  8.  R.  Peters^  for  complainant 

George  R.  Peck^  B.  P.  Waggener,  Wolcott  dh  VaUe^  Walr 
lace  Pratt,  J.  P.  Dana,  Spencer,  Bumes  dh  Mo9man,  J.  D. 
Strong,  W.  F.  Guthrie,  J.  M.  Thurston,  A.  L.  Wiaiams,  N.  H. 
Loomis,  R.  W.  Blair,  John  R.  Hawley,  W.  F.  Evans,  M.  A. 
Low,  James  Hagerman,  and  T.  N.  Sedgwick,  for  defendants. 

BiKHB,  District  Judge. 

This  is  a  bill  in  equity,  brought  by  the  United  States  at- 
torney for  the  district  of  Kansas,  by  direction  of  the  attorney 
general,  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  against  the  Trans- 
Missouri  Freight  Association  and  18  railway  companies, 
which,  it  is  alleged  in  the  bill,  constitute  the  association. 

The  object  and  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  obtain  a  decree 
declaring  said  freight  association  dissolved,  and  enjoining 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  from  carrying  out  the  terms 
of  a  certain  memorandum  of  agreement  entered  into  by  and 
between  the  18  railway  companies  forming  this  association, 
which  agreement,  it  is  alleged,  is  unlawful,  because  main- 
tained by  said  railway  companies  in  violation  of  an  act  of 
congress,  entitled  '^An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce 
against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  approved  July 
2, 1890. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  bill  that  the  defendants  (the  18  railway 
companies)  are  common  carriers  incorporated  imder  public 
statutes  of  several  states  and  of  the  United  States,  and  are 
engaged  in  moving,  carrying,  and  transporting  freight  and 
commodities  in  the  commerce,  trade,  and  traffic  which  is  con- 
tinuously carried  on  among  and  between  the  several  states 
of  the  United  States,  and  among  and  between  the  several 
states  and  territories  of  the  United  States,  and  between  the 
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states  and  territories  of  the  United  States  and  foreign  coun- 
tries ;  and  that  prior  to  March  15, 1889,  each  of  the  defendant 
railway  companies  owned,  operated,  and  controlled  separate 
lines  of  railroad,  and  furnished  to  persons  engaged  in  trade 
and  others,  among  the  states  and  territories  of  the  United 
States,  separate,  distinct,  and  competing  lines  of  transporta* 
tion  between  the  states  and  territories  of  the  United  States 
lying  west  of  the  Mis-  [442]  souri  river  and  east  of  the 
Pacific  ocean,  and  that  to  encourage  and  secure  the  benefit 
of  the  competing  lines  of  transportation  throughout  that 
region  of  country  the  government  of  the  United  States  and 
the  states  and  territories  within  the  region  just  mentioned 
had  granted  to  the  defendants  public  franchises,  land  grants, 
securities,  and  subsidies  of  great  value.  That  on  the  15th 
day  of  March,  1889,  the  defendant  railway  companies,  not 
being  content  with  the  rates  of  freight  they  could  receive 
with  free  competition  among  themselves,  but  contriving  and 
intending  unjustly  and  oppressively  to  establish  and  main- 
tain arbitrary  rates  of  freight  and  transportation  in  the 
interstate  commerce  throughout  said  region,  did  combine, 
conspire,  confederate,  and  unlawfully  agree  together,  and  did 
enter  into  a  written  agreement  and  contract,  known  as  the 
"  Memorandum  of  Agreement  of  the  Trans-Missouri  Freight 
Association,"  by  the  terms  of  which  said  agreement  the 
association  has  control  of  all  competitive  traffic  between 
points  in  that  region  of  country  lying  west  of  a  line  com- 
mencing at  the  ninety-fifth  meridian,  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
and  running  north  to  the  Red  river,  and  thence  to  the  east- 
em  boundary  of  the  Indian  Territory;  thence  along  the 
eastern  line  of  said  territory  and  of  the  state  of  Kansas  to 
Kansas  City,  Mo. ;  thence,  by  the  Missouri  river,  to  the  point 
of  intersection  of  that  river  with  the  eastern  boimdary  line 
of  Montana;  thence  by  said  eastern  boundary  line  to  the 
international  line  between  this  country  and  the  British 
possessions.  That  the  said  association,  by  a  board  created 
by  each  company  appointing  one  person  to  represent  it  in 
the  association,  and  that  the  several  railway  companies, 
members  of  the  association,  gave  to  the  association  the  power 
to  establish  and  maintain  rules,  regulations,  and  rates  on  all 
competitive  traffic,  through  and  local,  within  the  region  of 
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country  described  in  the  agreement;  and  that  said  associa- 
tion, by  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  is  given  the  power  to 
punish  by  fine  any  member  that  reduces  the  rate  fixed  by  the 
association. 

It  is  further  alleged  in  the  bill  that  the  said  agreement  took 
effect  on  the  1st  day  of  April,  1889,  and  that  ever  since  that 
time  the  said  railway  companies,  by  reason  of  said  agree- 
ment and  combination,  and  under  duress  of  the  fines  and  pen- 
alties prescribed  in  the  articles  of  agreement,  have  put  in 
force  and  maintained,  and  now  maintain,  tariffs  and  rates 
of  freight  fixed  by  said  association;  and  that  the  ofiicers 
and  agents  of  said  railway  companies  have,  ever  since  said 
agreement  took  effect,  refused  to  put  in  force  reasonable 
rates  of  freight,  based  upon  the  cost  of  construction  and  op- 
eration of  their  several  lines  of  railroad  and  other  proper 
elements  to  be  considered  in  the  making  of  freight  rates;  and 
ihst  the  people  engaged  in  trade  and  commerce  within  the 
region  of  country  mentioned  in  said  articles  of  agreement 
are,  by  reason  of  said  combination  and  association,  deprived 
of  rates  of  freight,  benefits,  and  facilities  which  might  rea- 
sonably be  expected  to  flow  from  free  competition  between 
said  several  lines  of  transportation.  It  is  further  alleged 
in  the  bill  that,  notwithstanding  said  association  is  in  viola- 
tion of  the  act  of  congress  of  July  2,  1890,  said  defendants, 
since  the  date  of  said  act,  have,  and  still  continue  to  main- 
tain, the  arbitrary  rates  of  freight  fixed  by  the  [443]  said 
Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association,  to  the  great  injury  and 
prejudice  of  the  public  and  to  the  people  of  the  United 
States.  Then  follows  the  prayer  that  the  defendants,  and 
each  of  them,  be  enjoined  from  further  agreeing,  combining, 
conspiring,  and  acting  together  to  maintain  rules  and  regu- 
lations for  carrying  freight  upon  th^r  several  lines  of  rail- 
road, to  hinder  trade  and  commerce  between  the  states  and 
territories  of  the  United  States;  and  that  they  be  enjoined 
from  continuing  in  a  combination,  association,  or  conspiracy 
to  deprive  the  people  engaged  in  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  states  and  territories  of  the  United  States  of  such  fa- 
cilities, rates,  and  charges  of  freight  and  transportation  as 
will  be  attained  by  free  and  unrestrained  competition  be- 
tween said  several  lines  of  railroad;  and  that  said  defendants 
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be  enjoined  from  agreeing,  combining,  conspiring,  and  acting 
togetiier  to  monopolize  or  attempting  to  monopolize  frei^t 
traffic  in  the  states  and  territories  of  the  United  States  and 
that  all  and  each  of  them  be  enjoined  from  agreeing,  combin- 
ing, conspiring,  and  acting  together  to  prevent  eadi  or  any 
of  their  associates  in  said  agreement  from  carrying  freight 
and  commodities  in  the  trade  and  commerce  between  the 
states  and  territories  of  the  United  States,  except  at  such 
rates  as  shall  be  voluntarily  fixed  by  the  officers  and  agents  of 
each  of  said  roads  acting  independently  and  separately  in 
its  own  behalf. 

The  defendants  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Railway 
Company,  Uie  Chicago,  Elansas  &  Nebraska  Bailway  Com- 
pany, and  the  Denver,  Texas  &  Ft  Worth  Railroad  Com- 
pany have  filed  answers,  denying  that  they  were  members  of 
the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association.  The  other  16  com- 
panies have  each  filed  a  separate  answer,  but,  as  they  are 
substantially  the  same  as  to  the  facts,  it  will  not  be  necessary 
to  refer  jto  them  separately.  They  each  admit  that  they  are 
common  carriers  engaged  in  transporting  persons  and  prop- 
erty among  the  several  states  and  territories  of  the  United 
States,  and  allege  that,  as  such  common  carriers,  they  are 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress  approved 
February  4,  1887,  entitled  "An  act  to  regulate  commerce," 
with  the  various  amendments  thereof  and  additions  thereto, 
and  that  said  act  and  the  amendments  constitute  the  system 
of  regulation  which  has  been  established  by  congress  for  the 
common  carriers  subject  to  said  act;  and  they  deny  that  they 
are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress  entitled 
"An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  re- 
straints and  monopolies,"  approved  July  2,  1890.  Further 
answering,  the  defendants  admit  that  they  severally  own, 
control,  and  operate  separate  and  distinct  lines  of  railroad 
fitted  up  for  carrying  on  business  as  common  carriers  of 
freight,  independently  and  disconnectedly  with  each  other, 
except  that  common  interest  exists  between  certain  of  the 
companies  named  in  the  answer.  It  is  further  admitted  by 
the  defendants  that  the  lines  of  road  mentioned  in  the  bill  are 
lines  of  transportation  and  communication  engaged  in  freight 
traffic  between  and  among  the  states  and  territories  of  the 
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United  States,  and  are  through  lines  for  freight  traffic  in 
that  region  of  country  lying  west  of  the  Mississippi  and 
Missouri  rivers  and  east  of  the  Pacific  ocean,  but  deny  that 
they  are  the  only  such  lines,  and  [444]  allege  that  there  are 
several  others,  naming  them.  It  is  further  admitted  that 
prior  to  the  organization  of  ^e  freight  association  the  de- 
fendants furnished  to  the  public,  and  persons,  engaged  in 
trade,  traffic,  and  ccxnmerce  between  the  several  states  and 
territories  of  the  United  States  and  countries  named  in  the 
bill,  separate,  distinct,  and  competitive  lines  of  transporta- 
tion and  communication,  and  allege  that  they  still  continue 
to  do  sa  It  is  further  admitted  that  some  of  the  roads  men- 
tioned in  the  bill  received  aid  by  land  grants  from  the  United 
States,  and  others  received  aid  from  the  states  and  territories 
by  loans  of  credits,  donations  of  depot  sites  and  right  of  way, 
and  in  a  few  cases  by  investments  of  money,  and  the  people  of 
the  said  states  and  territories  to  a  limited  extent  made  invest- 
ments in  the  stocks  and  bonds  in  some  of  said  railroads, 
while  other  of  the  lines  mentioned  in  the  bill  were  almost 
entirely  constructed  by  capital  furnished  by  nonresidents  of 
said  region.  It  is  further  admitted  that  the  purpose  of  said 
land  grants,  loans,  donations,  and  investments  was  to  obtain 
the  construction  of  competitive  lines  of  transportation  and 
communication,  to  the  end  that  the  public,  and  people  en- 
gaged in  trade  and  commerce  throughout  said  region  of 
country,  might  have  the  facilities  afforded  by  railways  in 
conmiunicating  with  each  other,  and  with  other  portions  of 
the  United  States,  and  with  the  world,  and  denied  that  they 
were  granted  for  any  other  purpose.  Defendants  further  ad- 
mit the  formation,  on  or  about  March  16, 1889,  of  the  volun- 
tary association  described  in  the  bill  as  the.  Trans-Missouri 
Freight  Association. 

FurUier  answering,  defendants  deny  that  they  were  not 
content  with  rates  prevailing  at  the  date  of  agreement;  they 
deny  any  intent  to  unjustly  increase  rates,  and  deny  that  said 
agreement  destroyed,  prevented,  or  illegally  limited  or  influ- 
enced competition;  they  deny  that  arbitrary  rates  have  been 
fixed  or  charged;  they  deny  that  rates  have  been  increased, 
or  that  the  effect  of  free  competition  has  been  counteracted ; 
they  deny  any  purpose  in  the  formation  of  said  association 
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to  monopolize  the  freight  traffic  or  commerce  between  the 
states  and  territories  within  the  region  mentioned  in  the 
bill,  and  deny  that  the  said  agreement  is  in  any  respect  the 
unlawful  result  of  any  confederation  or  conspiracy.  Fur- 
ther answering,  defendants  allege  that  they  are  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress  approved  February  4, 
1887,  entitled  "An  act  to  regulate  commerce,"  in  the  mat- 
ter of  adjusting  rates  on  their  several  roads,  so  as  to  prevent 
unjust  discrimination  against  persons  and  localities,  which 
involves  an  adjustment  between  different  companies  inter- 
ested in  joint  rates,  and  doing  business  in  said  region  of 
country,  requiring  preconcerted  action  between  defendant 
companies,  and  that  this  service  is  the  greater  part  of  the 
work  of  the  association.  The  defendants  admit  that  the 
chairman  of  the  association  is  authorized  to  investigate  rate 
cutting,  and  that  the  articles  of  agreement  provide  that  he 
may  assess  fines  for  violations  thereof,  but  allege  that  no 
attempt  has  been  made  to  enforce  the  collection  of  fines  since 
1890.  Further  answering,  the  defendants  allege  that  the 
principal  object  of  the  association  is  to  establish  reasonable 
rates,  rules,  and  regulations  on  all  freight  traffic,  and  the 
maintenance  of  [445]  such  rates  until  changed  in  the  man- 
ner provided  by  law.  It  is  further  alleged  that  the  agree- 
ment was  filed  with  the  interstate  commerce  commission,  as 
required  by  section  6  of  the  act  of  February  4,  1887.  De- 
fendants further  allege  that  it  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  asso- 
ciation to  prevent  members  from  reducing  rates  or  changing 
the  rules  or  regulations  fixed  by  the  association,  and  that  by 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  each  member  may  do  so;  the 
preliminary  requirement  being  that  the  proposed  change  shall 
be  voted  upon  at  the  meeting  of  the  association,  after  which, 
if  the  proposal  is  not  agreed  to,  the  line  making  the  pro- 
posal can  make  such  reduced  rate  notwithstanding  the  objec- 
tion of  the  other  lines.  That  the  purpose  of  this  provision 
is  to  afford  opportunity  for  the  consideration  of  the  reason- 
ableness of  any  proposed  rate,  rule,  or  regulation  by  all 
lines  interested,  and  an  interchange  of  views  on  the  effect  of 
such  reduction;  and  that  reductions  of  rates  have  been  made 
in  many  instances,  through  said  process,  by  said  association. 
It  is  admitted  by  the  answer  that  this  agreement  took  effect 
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April  1,  1889,  and  that  it  has  since  remained  operative,  and 
that  the  rates,  rules,  and  regulations  properly  fixed  and  es- 
tablished from  time  to  time,  under  said  agreement,  have  been 
put  into  effect  and  maintained  in  conformity  to  law ;  but  it 
is  denied  that  by  reason  of  said  agreement,  or  under  duress 
of  fines  and  penalties  or  otherwise,  the  defendants  have  re- 
fused to  establish  and  maintain  just  and  reasonable  rates,  and 
it  is  alleged  that  the  object  of  the  association  at  all  times  has 
been  and  is  to  establish  all  rates,  rules,  and  regulations  upon 
a  just  and  reasonable  basis,  and  to  avoid  unjust  discrimina- 
tion and  undue  preference. 

The  answer  further  denies  that  shippers  or  the  public  are 
in  any  way  oppressed  or  injured  by  reason  of  the  rates  fixed 
by  the  association,  but,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  alleged  that  the 
agreement,  and  the  association  established  imder  it,  have  been 
beneficial  to  the  patrons  of  the  defendant  railway  lines,  com- 
posing the  association,  and  the  public  at  large. 

A  copy  of  the  agreement  is  set  out  at  length,  and  attached 
to  the  answer  of  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fe  Railway 
Company.*  The  case  was  set  down  for  hearing  on  bill  and 
answer,  and  the  pleadings  only  are  to  be  considered.  The 
answer,  therefore,  is  admitted  to  be  true  in  all  its  allegations 
of  fact,  even  when  not  stated  positively;  and  the  defendants 
only  aver  that  they  believe,  and  hope  to  be  able  to  prove, 
such  facts,  but  the  complainant  does  not  thereby  admit  con- 
clusions of  law,  nor  matters  concerning  which  the  court  takes 
judicial  notice. 

The  act  of  congress  of  July  2,  1890,  which  it  is  alleged  in 
the  bill  is  violated  by  the  agreement  to  form  and  the  forma- 
tion of  the  freight  association,  in  the  first  section  declares 
every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  a  trust  or  other- 
wise, or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states,  to  be  illegal,  and  provides  for  the  punish- 
ment by  fine  or  imprisonment  of  every  person  who  shall 
make  any  such  contract,  or  engage  in  any  such  combination 
or  conspiracy.  Section  2  declares  that  every  person  who  shall 
monopolize  [446]  or  attempt  to  monopolize  or  combine  or 
conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  monopolize  any 

^  See  note  at  end  of  case. 
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part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or 
with  foreign  nations  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  pmiished  by  fine 
or  imprisonment  Section  8  makes  the  provisions  of  the 
first  section  applicable  within  the  territories,  and  between 
one  territory  and  another,  and  between  a  territory  and  a 
state,  and  between  the  District  of  Columbia  and  a  territory 
or  state.  Section  4  confers  jurisdiction  upon  the  several 
circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  to  prevent  and  restrain 
violations  of  the  act,  and  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  district 
attorneys  in  the  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of 
the  attorney  general,  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to 
prevent  and  restrain  such  violation.  Section  6  provides 
for  bringing  in  other  necessary  parties.  Section  6  provides 
for  the  seizure  and  condemnation  of  property  owned  under 
any  contract  or  combination  prohibited  by  the  act,  and  being 
in  the  course  of  transportation  from  one  state  to  another  or 
to  a  foreign  coimtry.  Section  7  gives  a  right  of  action  to  any 
person  injured  by  violations  of  the  act,  and  authoriases  a 
recovery  of  threefold  damages.  The  eighth  and  last  section 
provides  that  the  word  "person"  or  "persons,"  whenever 
used  in  the  act,  shall  be  construed  to  include  corporations  or 
associations  existing  under  or  authorized  by  the  laws  either 
of  the  United  States  or  of  the  territories  or  of  any  state  or 
of  any  foreign  country. 

It  will  be  seen  from  an  examination  of  this  statute  that  its 
purpose  was  to  reach  two  evils:  First,  contracts,  combina- 
tions, or  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade;  and,  second, 
monopolies.  It  was  urged  at  the  argument  that  the  contract 
mentioned  in  the  bill,  and  the  association  formed  thereimder, 
came  within  the  provisions  of  this  act  of  July  2,  1890,  for 
the  reason  that  it  is  a  contract  or  agreement  in  restraint  of 
trade,  in  that  it  prevented  free  competition  in  the  matter  of 
transportation  of  freight  among  the  several  states  within 
the  region  specified  in  the  bill;  counsel  for  the  government 
insisting  that  "  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states 
of  the  Union  is  free,  except  as  regulated  and  restrained  by 
acts  of  congress,  and  that  no  state,  municipality,  corporation, 
individual,  or  combination  of  individuals  can  by  any  act  or 
device  legally  restrain,  hinder,  and  retard  it"    On  the  other 
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hand,  it  is  insisted  by  the  defendants  that  there  is  no  fixed 
rule  of  IsLW  by  which  to  determine  whether  any  given  con- 
traet  is  in  restraint  of  trade,  but  that  in  determining  the 
question  the  courts  must  look  to  the  particular  circumstances 
of  each  case. 

In  disposing  of  this  branch  of  the  case,  I  will  first  briefly 
refer  to  some  of  the  decided  cases  cited  by  counsel  in  their 
briefs. 

The  case  of  Com.  v.  Carlisley  Brightly,  N.  P.  36,  was  a  case 
where  certain  master  shoemakers  had  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment not  to  employ  any  journeymen  shoemakers  who  would 
not  consent  to  work  at  reduced  wages;  the  purpose  being  to 
re-establish  wages  for  this  class  of  labor  which  had  prevailed 
before  that  time,  but  which  the  defendants  had  been  com- 
pelled to  advance  by  reason  of  a  combination  among  the 
workmen.    The  court,  in  deciding  the  case,  said: 

"  Where  an  act  is  lawful  for  an  IndlTldnal  it  can  be  the  subject  of 
conspiracy  when  done  In  concert  only  where  there  is  a  direct  intention 
that  in-  [447]  jury  shall  result  from  it,  or  where  the  object  is  to  ben- 
efit the  conspirators  to  the  prejudice  of  the  public  or  the  oppression 
of  Indlvldulas,  and  where  such  prejudice  or  oppression  is  the  natural 
and  necessary  conse<]nence  flowing  from  the  act" 

The  case  of  People  v.  FisTier^  14  Wend.  9,  was  an  indict- 
ment against  journeyman  shoemakers  for  conspiring  to- 
gether to  fix  the  price  of  making  boots,  and  establishing  a 
penalty  against  any  journeyman  shoemakers  who  should 
make  boots  for  a  less  rate  than  that  fixed  by  the  parties  to 
the  agreement,  and  also  agreeing  to  refuse  to  work  for  any 
master  shoemaker  who  should  hire  a  man  who  reduced  the 
rates  for  making  boots;  and  it  was  held  in  that  case  that 
this  was  a  conspiracy  against  trade  and  commerce,  and,  as 
such,  prohibited  under  a  statute  providing :  **  If  one  or  more 
persons  shall  conspire  to  commit  any  act  injurious  to  trade 
or  conunerce,  they  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor."  In 
passing  upon  the  case,  Savage,  C.  J.,  said : 

**  The  man  who  owns  an  article  of  trade  or  commerce  !s  not  obliged 
to  sell  it  for  any  particular  price,  nor  is  the  mechanic  obliged  by  law 
to  labor  for  any  particular  price.  He  may  say  that  he  will  not  make 
coarse  boots  for  less  than  $1.00  per  pair,  but  he  has  no  right  to  say 
that  no  other  mechanic  shall  make  them  for  less.  If  one  Individual 
does  not  possess  such  a  right  over  the  conduct  of  another,  no  nnml>er 
of  individuals  can  possess  such  a  right  All  combinations,  therefore, 
to  effect  such  an  object,  are  injurious,  not  only  to  the  individual  par- 
tlcolarly  oppressed,  but  to  the  public  at  large." 
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Hooker  v.  Vandewater^  4  Denio,  849,  was  an  action  to  com- 
pel a  division  of  net  earnings  between  several  lines  of  boats 
engaged  in  transporting  persons  and  freight  on  the  Erie  and 
Oswego  canals.  The  agreement  was  that  each  party  should 
run  his  line  of  boats  upon  these  canals  during  the  period  of 
canal  navigation  in  1842,  at  rates  of  freight  fixed  by  them- 
selves, from  which  neither  should  deviate;  and  to  indicate 
the  interest  of  each  the  respective  lines  were  converted  into 
stock,  amounting  in  all  to  69  shares.  All  were  to  share 
equally  in  the  net  earnings  of  all  the  lines  in  proportion  to 
the  niunber  of  shares  of  such  stock,  and  to  enforce  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  a  common  agent  was  appointed,  to 
whom  each  party  to  the  agreement  was  to  advance  and  keep 
good  $35  on  each  share  of  such  stock,  and  who  was  from  time 
to  time  to  receive  returns  of  the  business  done  by  each  line, 
and  adjust  the  proportions  from  the  earnings  due  to  each, 
and  out  of  this  common  fund  to  pay  and  liquidate  all  such 
sums  as  should  appear  from  time  to  time  to  be  due  from  one 
to  the  other.  It  was  held  in  this  case  that  the  transaction 
amounted  to  a  conspiracy  to  commit  an  act  injurious  to 
trade,  and  was  therefore  illegal  and  void. 

The  case  of  Stanton  v.  AUen^  5  Denio,  434,  was  a  suit 
upon  a  promissory  note,  given,  as  stated  upon  the  face  of  the 
note,  for  percentage  on  tolls  for  the  season  of  1843.  In  this 
case  an  agreement  had  been  entered  into  by  the  proprietors 
of  boats  on  the  Erie  and  Oswego  canals,  to  regulate  the  price 
of  freight  and  passage  by  a  uniform  scale  to  be  fixed  by  a 
committee  chosen  by  themselves,  and  to  divide  the  profits 
of  their  business  according  to  the  number  of  boats  em- 
ployed by  each,  with  a  provision  in  the  contract  prohibit- 
ing the  members  from  engaging  in  similar  business  out  of 
the  association,  and  it  was  held  that  the  tendency  of  such 
an  agreement  was  to  pre-  [448]  vent  wholesome  competi- 
tion, and  was  therefore  against  public  policy,  and  void. 

The  case  of  Association  v.  Kock^  14  La.  Ann.  168,  was  a 
contract  between  several  persons  engaged  in  selling  bagging, 
to  the  effect  that  none  of  them  should  sell  any  bagging  with- 
out the  consent  of  a  majority,  and  providing  a  penalty  of  $10 
for  each  bale  of  bagging  sold  in  violation  of  the  agreement, 
and  the  action  was  to  i*ecover  penalties  under  the  agreement. 
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amounting  to  $79400.  The  court  in  that  case  decided  that 
the  contract  was  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade,  for 
the  reason  that  its  purpose  was  to  enhance  the  market  price 
of  an  article  of  prime  necessity  to  cotton  planters,  and  was 
therefore  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  could  not  be 
enforced. 

The  Morris  Bun  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St 
173,  was  an  agreement  between  five  coal  companies  to  divide 
two  coal  regions  of  which  they  had  control,  and  to  appoint 
a  committee  to  take  charge  of  their  interests,  which  commit- 
tee was  to  decide  all  questions,  and  appoint  a  general  agent 
at  Watkins,  N.  T.;  the  coal  mined  to  be  delivered  through 
him.  Each  corporation  was  to  deliver  its  proportion,  at 
its  own  cost,  in  the  different  markets,  at  such  time,  and  to 
such  persons,  as  the  committee  might  direct,  and  the  com- 
mittee to  adjust  the  prices  and  rates  of  freight.  By  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  the  companies  might  sell  their  coal 
themselves,  however,  to  the  extent  only  of  their  proportion ; 
the  agent  to  have  the  power  to  suspend  shipments  of  either 
beyond  their  proportion.  Prices  were  to  be  averaged,  and 
payments  made  to  those  in  arrear  by  those  in  exceed 
Neither  party  to  the  contract  was  to  sell  coal  otherwise  tha. 
specified  in  the  agreement.  The  action  was  to  recover  on 
a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  for  balances  under  this  contrac* 
It  was  held  that  there  could  be  no  recovery,  for  the  reason 
that  the  contract  under  which  the  balances  were  claimed- 
was  void  as  against  public  policy. 

The  case  of  Craft  v.  McConoughy^  79  HI.  346,  was  an  action 
for  a  division  of  profits  under  a  contract  between  grain 
dealers  at  the  town  of  Bochelle,  in  Illinois,  in  which  it  was 
provided: 

**  Each  separate  firm  shaU  cooduct  tbelr  own  business  as  heretofore, 
as  though  there  were  no  partnership  in  appearance,  Iseep  their  ac- 
counts, pay  their  own  expenses,  ship  their  own  grain,  and  fnmisb 
fheir  own  funds  to  do  business  with;  prices  and  grades  to  t>e  fixed 
from  time  to  time  as  convenient,  and  each  one  to  abide  by  them. 
All  grain  taken  in  store  shall  be  charged  11  cents  per  bushel  monthly. 
No  grain  to  be  shipped  by  any  party  at  a  less  rate  than  2  cents  per 
bushel.'* 

The  court  held  the  agreement  void,  as  in  restraint  of  trade, 
for  the  reason  that,  while  the  agreement  upon  its  face  seemed 
to  indicate  that  the  parties  had  formed  a  partnership  for 
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the  purpose  of  controlling  the  trade  in  grain,  yet,  frcmi  the 
terms  of  the  contract  and  other  proof  in  the  record,  it  was 
apparent  that  the  object  was  to  form  a  secret  oombinatian, 
which  would  stifle  all  competition,  and  enable  the  parties 
by  secret  and  fraudulent  means  to  control  the  price  of  grain, 
cost  of  storage,  and  expense  of  shipment;  adopting  the  lan- 
guage of  the  court: 

"  In  otber  worda,  the  four  firms,  hy  shrewd,  deep-laid,  secret  combi- 
nation, attempted  to  control  and  monopolize  the  entire  grain  trade  of 
a  town  and  surrounding  country." 

[449]  In  the  case  of  8aU  Co.  v.  Guthrie^  86  Ohio  St  666, 
the  contract  was  for  the  purposes  of  regulating  the  prices  and 
grade  of  salt  By  the  terms  of  the  agreement  each  member 
of  the  association  was  prohibited  from  selling  any  salt  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  association,  except  at  retail,  and 
then  only  to  actual  consmners  at  the  place  of  manufacture, 
and  at  the  prices  fixed  by  the  directors  from  time  to  time. 
The  action  was  to  recover  the  possession  of  1,000  bushels  of 
salt  manufactured  under  the  contract  The  court  denied  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  stating:  ^'The  dear  tendency  of 
such  an  agreement  was  to  establish  a  monopoly,  and  to  de- 
stroy competition  in  trade,''  and  for  that  reason,  on  grounds 
of  public  poliqr,  courts  will  not  aid  in  its  enforcement 

The  case  of  Texas  (&  P.  By.  Co.  v.  Southern  Pac.  By.  Co.^ 
41  La.  Ann.  970,  6  South.  Kep.  888,  was  a  suit  for  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  to  divide  net  earnings  between 
competitive  points.  The  court  declined  to  specifically  en- 
force the  contract,  saying — 

"  Tliat  all  contracts  which  have  a  tendency  to  stifle  competition  or 
to  create  or  foster  monopolies  with  the  view  of  unreasonably  increas- 
ing the  market  value  of  commodities  are  against  public  Interest,  and 
contrary  to  public  policy." 

The  case  of  Anderson  v.  Jett^  (Ky.)  12  S.  W.  Rep.  670, 
was  another  case  of  a  contract  to  divide  net  earnings,  and  it 
'was  there  held  that,  where  the  object  <n-  tendency  of  the 
agreement  was  to  prevent  or  impede  free  and  fair  competi- 
tion in  the  trade,  and  where  the  agreement  might  in  fact 
have  that  tendency,  it  was  void,  as  being  against  public 
policy. 

The  case  of  Oibhs  v.  Gas  Oo.^  180  U.  S.  896, 9  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
558,  was  a  contract  for  a  settlement  between  certain  gas  cam- 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


T7NIT£D  STATES  t;.  TRAK8-MISS0UBI  FBEIQHT  ASSN.      93 
Opinion  of  the  Court 

panies,  which  the  plaintiff  procured,  and  for  his  services  in 
procuring  the  agreement  he  sought  to  recover.  The  object 
and  purpose  of  the  contract  was  to  regulate  the  price  of  gas 
in  the  city  of  Baltimore,  and  provided,  among  other  things, 
that  the  rate  should  not  be  changed  except  by  mutual  agree- 
ment of  the  parties,  and  that  the  entire  receipts  from  the 
sale  of  gas  should  be  proportioned  and  divided  between  the 
companies  in  fixed  ratios,  without  regard  to  the  gas  actually 
supplied  by  either;  and  also  prohibited  one  of  the  companies 
from  laying  any  more  pipes  for  the  purpose  of  supplying 
the  city  with  gas,  and  provided  that  in  the  future  all  pipes 
or  mains  should  become  the  property  of  the  other  company ; 
and  also  provided  that  either  party  violating  the  terms  of  the 
contract  should  pay  to  the  other  company  the  sum  of  $250,000 
as  liquidated  damages.  The  court  in  this  case,  speaking  by 
Chief  Justice  Fuller,  said : 

^'CoortB  decline  to  enforce  contracts  which  Impoee  a  restraint, 
tiioogh  only  partial,  upon  bnsiness  of  such  character  that  restraint 
to  any  extent  wiU  be  prejudicial  to  the  public  interest;  but  where  the 
pabllc  welfare  is  not  inyolyed,  and  the  restraint  upon  one  party  is 
not  greater  than  protection  to  the  other  party  requires^  a  contract  in 
restraint  of  trade  may  be  sustained." 

Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  the  question  whether  or  not  the 
contract  is  prejudicial  to  public  interest  is  in  this  case  made 
the  test.  If  it  is  prejudicial  to  public  interest,  then  it  cannot 
be  sustained,  even  where  the  restraint  is  only  partial,  because 
.  in  contravention  of  public  pol-  [450]  icy;  where  it  is  not,  it 
may  be  sustained.  It  has  been  decided  in  a  great  many 
cases  that  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  were  perfectly 
valid,  even  where  they  prevented  the  party  from  engaging 
in  the  business,  which  was  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract, 
within  the  entire  state  where  the  contract  was  made;  the 
test  being  whether  the  contract  was  reasonable,  and  whether 
or  not  it  was  prejudicial  to  the  public  interest. 

Roller  Co.  v.  Cushman^  143  Mass.  853,  9  N.  E.  Rep.  629; 
Davi8  V.  Mason,  5  Term  B.  120.  In  this  case  Lord  Kenyon, 
in  sustaining  an  agreement  restraining  a  surgeon  from  prac- 
ticing his  profession  within  five  miles  from  a  certain  town, 
said — 

''That  the  pablle  were  not  likely  to  be  injured  by  the  agreemoit, 
since  eifevy  other  person  was  at  liberty  to  practice  as  a  surgeon  in  the 
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To  the  same  effect  is  Homer  v.  Ashford^  3  Bing.  322.  In 
the  case  of  Cloth  Co.  v.  Loraont,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  345,  the  court, 
in  passing  upon  the  validity  of  a  contract  in  general  restraint, 
which  extended  throughout  the  whole  kingdom,  said : 

"All  the  casest  wben  tbey  come  to  be  examined,  seem  to  establish 
this  principle:  that  all  restraints  upon  trade  are  bad,  as  being  in 
violation  of  public  policy,  unless  tbey  are  natural,  and  not  unreason- 
able, tor  the  protection  of  the  parties  in  dealing  legally  with  some 
subject-matter  of  contract  The  principle  is  this:  Public  policy  re- 
quires that  every  man  shall  be  at  liberty  to  worls  for  himself,  and 
shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  deprive  himself  or  the  state  of  his  labor, 
skill,  or  talent  by  any  contract  that  he  enters  into.  On  the  other  hand, 
public  policy  requires  that  wben  a  man  has  by  skill  or  by  any 
other  means  obtained  something  which  be  wants  to  s^,  he  should  be 
at  liberty  to  sell  it  in  the  most  advantageous  way  in  the  market ;  and. 
in  order  to  enable  him  to  sell  it  advantageously  in  the  market  it  Is 
necessary  that  he  should  be  able  to  preclude  himself  from  entering 
into  competition  with  the  purchaser.  In  such  a  case  the  same  public 
policy  that  enables  him  to  do  that  does  not  restrain  him  from  alienat- 
ing that  which  he  wants  to  alienate,  and  therefore  enables  him  to 
enter  into  any  stipulation,  however  restrictive  it  is,  provided  that 
restriction,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  is  not  unreasonable,  having 
regard  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract" 

See,  also,  Hubbard  v.  Miller j  27  Mich.  15;  Thermometer 
Co.  v.  Pool^  51  Hun,  167,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  861 ;  Gloucester  Isin- 
glass <&  Glue  Co.  V.  Russia  Cement  Co.^  154  Mass.  92,  27 
N.  E.  Rep.  1005;  Beoil  v.  Chase^  31  Mich.  490;  Match  Co.  v. 
Roeber^  106  N.  Y.  473,  13  N.  E.  Rep.  419;  Navigation  Co.  v. 
Wivisor^  20  Wall.  64. 

The  case  last  referred  to  was  a  contract  in  which  a  party 
engaged  in  navigating  the  waters  of  California  alone  sold 
a  steamer  to  other  parties,  who  were  engaged  in  navigating 
the  Columbia  river,  in  Oregon  and  Washington  territories; 
and  it  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that  the  purchasers 
of  the  steamer  should  not  employ  it  or  suffer  it  to  be  em- 
ployed for  10  years  from  the  date  of  sale  in  any  waters  of 
California.  Three  years  afterwards,  the  purchasers,  under 
this  contract,  sold  the  steamer  to  a  party  engaged  in  navigat- 
ing Puget  sound,  subject  to  the  stipulation  that  she  should 
not  be  run  or  employed  on  any  routes  of  travel  on  the  rivers, 
bays,  or  waters  of  the  state  of  California  or  the  Columbia 
river  and  its  tributaries  for  the  period  of  10  years.  The 
supreme  court  held  the  contract  valid.  Mr.  Justice  Bradley, 
speaking  for  the  court,  said : 

[451]  **  It  is  a  well-settled  rule  of  law  that  an  agreement  in  gen- 
eral restraint  of  trade  is  iHesral  and  void,  but  an  agreement  which 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


UNITED   STATES    V.  TRANS-MISSOURI   FREIGHT   ASSN.      95 

Opinion  of  the  Ck)nrt. 

ojierates  merely  la  partial  restraint  of  trade  is  good,  provided  it  be 
not  unreasonable." 

Again,  in  the  same  case,  the  learned  justice  takes  occasion 
to  say  that — 

"Gases  must  be  adjudged  according  to  their  circumstances,  and 
can  only  be  rightly  judged  when  the  reason  and  grounds  for  the 
rule  are  carefully  considered.  There  are  two  principal  grounds  on 
which  the  doctrine  is  founded  that  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade 
is  void  as  against  public  policy:  One  is  the  injury  to  the  public 
by  being  deprived  of  the  restricted  party*s  industry;  the  other  is 
the  injury  to  the  party  himself  by  being  precluded  from  pursuing 
his  occui>ation,  and  thus  being  prevented  from  supporting  himself 
and  his  family.  It  is  evident  that  both  these  evils  occur  when  the 
contract  is  general  not  to  pursue  one's  trade  at  all,  or  not  to  pursue 
it  in  the  entire  realm  or  country.  The  country  suffers  the  loss  in 
both  cases ;  and  the  party  is  deprived  of  his  occupation,  or  is  obliged 
to  expatriate  himself  in  order  to  follow  it  A  contract  that  is  open 
to  such  grave  objections  is  clearly  against  public  policy.  But  If 
neither  of  these  evils  ensue,  and  if  the  contract  is  founded  on  n 
valid  consideration  and  a  reasonable  ground  of  benefit  to  the  other 
party,  it  is  free  from  objection,  and  may  be  enforced." 

I  think  the  cases  are  uniform  to  the  effect  that,  where 
the  contract  is  publicly  oppressive,  and  the  restrictions  are 
broader  than  are  necessary  for  the  legitimate  protection  of 
the  other  party  to  be  benefited  by  the  contract,  then  the 
contract  is  unreasonable, — a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade, — 
and  therefore  void;  otherwise  not.  Undoubtedly  all  con- 
tracts which  have  a  direct  tendency  to  prevent  healthy  com- 
petition are  detrimental  to  the  public,  and,  therefore,  to  be 
condemned;  but  when  contracts  go  to  the  extent  only  of 
preventing  unhealthy  competition,  and  yet  at  the  same  time 
furnish  the  public  with  adequate  facilities  at  fixed  and  rea- 
sonable prices,  and  are  made  only  for  the  purpose  of  avo-t- 
ing  personal  ruin,  the  contract  is  lawful.  The  rule  of  law 
which  recognizes  the  rights  of  the  public  to  have  the  bene- 
fit of  fair  and  healthy  competition,  and  to  require  that  equal 
facilities  and  reasonable  rates  shall  be  secured  to  all,  does 
not  condemn  a  contract  between  railway  companies  operating 
competing  lines,  which  is  made  for  the  sole  purpose  of  pre- 
venting strife,  and  preventing  financial  ruin  to  one  or  the 
other,  so  long  as  the  purpose  and  effect  of  such  an  agree- 
ment is  not  to  depi'ive  the  public  of  its  right  to  have  ade- 
quate facilities  and  fixed  and  reasonable  prices.  On  the 
contrary,  such  agreements,  instead  of  being  obnoxious  to  the 
law,  because  detrimental  to  the  public  interest,  are  to  be 
10870«»— «.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 7 
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upheld,  for  the  reason  that  they  benefit  the  public  by  pre- 
venting unjust  discrimination  among  shippers,  and  provid- 
ing equal  facilities  for  the  interchange  of  traffic,  and  thus 
avoiding  many  of  the  unfair  and  unjust  results  which  often 
follow  the  unrestricted  competition  of  rival  companies.  Ap- 
plying this  rule  to  the  contract  complained  of  in  the  caae 
at  bar,  can  it  be  said  that  the  contract  is  unlawful?  I  think 
not  The  allegation  of  fact  in  the  answer  (which  is  to  be 
taken  as  true)  is  that  the  object  and  purpose  of  the  agree- 
ment and  the  formation  of  the  association  thereunder  was 
to  maintain  just  and  reasonable  rates,  and  to  prevent  unjust 
discriminations,  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  act  regu- 
lating commerce,  by  furnishing  equal  facilities  for  the  inter- 
change of  traffic  between  the  several  lines.  How,  then,  can  it 
be  said  that  the  [452]  public  is  injuriously  affected  by  this 
agreement?  The  rates  or  charges  are  uniform  and  reason- 
able, and  unjust  discriminations  are  prohibited.  Equal 
facilities  for  the  interchange  of  traffic  are  provided  for; 
hence  no  right  to  which  the  public  is  entitled  is  violated. 
The  term  "  competition  "  must  not  be  construed  to  apply 
solely  to  the  question  of  rates.  There  are  many  other  con- 
siderations included  within  the  term.  There  may  be  very 
active  competition  between  these  railway  lines  outside  of  the 
question  of  rates,  viz.  by  offering  to  the  public  advantages 
in  the  matter  of  equipment,  facilities  at  feeding  stations  for 
the  proper  care  of  live  stock,  shortening  of  time,  and  in 
many  other  ways  the  most  active  competition  may  prevail, 
all  of  which  the  public  receives  the  benefit  of;  and  so  long 
as  the  rate  charged  is  fair  and  reasonable,  as  stated  in  the 
answer,  which  must  be  construed  to  mean  no  more  than  a 
fair  compensation  to  the  carrier  for  the  services  performed, 
the  public  cannot  complain. 

As  stated  by  Cliristiancy,  J.,  in  the  case  of  Beal  v.  Ohase^ 
reported  in  31  Mich.  621 : 

"The  public  is  quite  as  much  interested  In  the  prosperity  of  its 
citizens  in  their  various  avocations  as  It  can  possibly  be  in  their  com- 
petition. The  latter  may  bring  low  prices  to  purchasers,  but  may  also 
bring  them  so  low  that  capital  becomes  unprofitable,  and  business  met* 
fail,  to  the  general  injury  of  the  communi^." 

I  think  that  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  public  is  benefited 
by  competition  when  that  competition  is  carried  beyond  tlie 
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bounds  of  reasonable  prosperity  to  the  parties  engaged  in  it, 
for  surely  the  citizen  investing  his  capital,  whether  in  rail- 
ways or  otherwise,  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  contract 
which  affords  to  him  only  a  fair  protection  for  his  invest- 
ment, and  which  does  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of  the 
public  by  imposing  unjust  and  unreasonable  charges  for 
the  service  performed.  Such  contracts,  as  was  stated  in  the 
case  of  Homer  v.  Ashfordj  "  are  not  injurious  restraints  of 
trade,  but  securities  necessary  for  those  engaged  in  trade. 
The  effect  of  such  a  contract  is  to  encourage,  rather  than 
cramp,  the  employment  of  capital  in  trade,  and  to  promote 
industry.''  Applying  this  rule  to  the  agreement  under  con- 
sideration, my  own  view  is  that  it  is  not  an  agreement,  com- 
bination, or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade,  in  violation  of 
the  first  section  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890. 

It  is  further  urged  by  counsel  for  the  government  that  this 
association  unavoidably  tends  to  a  monopolization  of  trade 
and  conmierce,  and  for  that  reason  is  in  violation  of  the  sec- 
ond section  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890.  A.  "  monopoly  ^  is 
defined  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  to  be  "an  exclusive  right, 
granted  to  a  few,  of  something  which  was  before  of  common 
right; ''  and  by  Lord  CJoke  to  be  " an  institution  by  the  king, 
by  his  grant,  commission,  or  otherwise,  to  any  persons  or  cor- 
porations, of  or  for  the  sole  buying,  selling,  making,  work- 
ing, or  using  of  everjrthing  whereby  any  persons  or  corpora- 
tions are  sought  to  be  restrained  of  any  freedom  or  liberty 
tJiey  had  before,  or  hindered  in  their  lawful  trade."  Wlrdle 
it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  these  railroad  companies  perform 
quasi  public  functions,  and  for  that  reason  owe  certain  duties  ^ 
to  the  public,  yet,  after  a  careful  examination  of  this  con- 
tract, I  must  confess  that  I  have  been  unable  to  discover  in 
[453]  it  a  single  element  of  a  monopoly,  especially  as  defined 
at  common  law.  While  it  is  true  that  the  public  are  entitled 
to  adequate  facilities  and  to  just  and  reasonable  rates  at  the 
hands  of  these  corporations,  they  are  entitled  to  just  that, 
and  no  more;  and  the  allegation  of  the  answer  is  that  this 
was  the  very  purpose  of  the  contract.  In  view  of  this  allega- 
tion,— ^which  is  to  be  taken  as  true  in  this  case, — ^I  do  not  see 
how  it  can  be  said  that  the  contract  tends  to  create  a  mo- 
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nopoly  when,  by  its  very  terms,  everything  to  which  the  pub- 
lic is  entitled  is  provided  for,  and  the  public  interest  fully 
protected.  But  it  is  urged  by  counsel  for  the  government 
that  this  should  be  held  to  be  a  contract  tending  to  mo- 
nopolize trade  and  ooimnerce,  for  the  reason  that  its  tendency 
is  to  prevent  free  and  unrestricted  competition.  What  I 
have  said  in  reference  to  competition  in  discussing  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade  is  equally  applicable  here.  My  own 
view  is  that  the  contention  of  counsel  is  altogether  too 
broad.  The  public  is  not  entitled  to  free  and  unrestricted 
competition,  but  what  it  is  entitled  to  is  fair  and  healthy 
competition ;  and  I  see  nothing  in  this  contract  which  nec- 
essarily tends  to  interfere  with  that  right 

Again,  it  is  urged  that  this  contract  amounts  to  the  trans- 
fer of  the  franchises  and  corporate  powers  of  these  railway 
companies,  and  that  the  contract,  therefore,  is  forbidden  by 
public  policy.  There  is  no  doubt  but  what  it  is  beyond  the 
power  of  a  corporation  to  disable  itself  by  contract  so  that 
it  cannot  perform  every  public  duty  which  it  has  undertaken. 
Mr.  Justice  Miller,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
the  case  of  Thomas  v.  Railway  Co.^  101  U.  S.  71,  says: 

**  Where  a  corporation,  like  a  railroad  company,  has  granted  to  it,  by 
charter,  a  franchise  intended  in  a  large  measure  to  be  exercised  for 
the  public  good,  the  due  performance  of  thosd  functions  being  the 
consideration  of  the  public  grant,  any  contract  which  disables  the 
corporation  from  performing  those  functions,  which  undertakes,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  state,  to  transfer  to  others  the  rights  and 
powers  conferred  by  the  charter,  and  to  relieve  the  grantees  of  the 
burden  which  it  imposes,  is  a  violation  of  the  contract  with  the  state, 
and  is  void,  as  against  public  policy." 

But  wherein  the  principle  announced  in  this  case  can  be 
applied  to  the  contract  under  consideration,  I  am  wholly 
unable  to  perceive.  In  what  manner  are  the  franchises  or 
corporate  powers  of  any  of  these  railway  companies  trans- 
ferred to  this  association?  Each  company  maintains  its  or- 
ganization as  before,  elects  its  officers  and  operates  its  line 
in  exactly  the  same  manner  now  as  it  did  before  the  organi- 
zation of  the  association.  No  powers  whatever  are  given 
to  the  association  to  govern  in  any  respect  the  operations  or 
methods  of  transacting  the  business  of  any  of  the  lines. 
Each  line  is  left  perfectly  free  to  transact  all  of  the  business 
it  can  secure,  and  in  its  own  way.    True,  the  contract  re- 
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quires  that  each  company  shall  charge  just  and  reasonnblf 
rates,  and  also  contains  provision  for  regulating  changes  in 
rates;  but  wherein  is  this  a  surrender  of  any  corporate  fran- 
chise into  the  hands  of  an  irresponsible  power?  The  contract 
provides  that  this  association  shall  consist  of  a  representative 
of  each  of  the  lines.  This  representative  may  or  may  not  be 
an  officer  of  the  company.  Suppose  we  concede  that  he  is  not, 
but  is  a  person  appointed  by  the  officers  of  the  company  au- 
thorized to  make  such  appointment,  he  [454]  then  be<x>mes 
the  agent  of  the  company  for  that  purpose,  and  he  may  law- 
fully act  on  its  behalf,  and  hence  his  act  would  be  the  act 
of  the  company  through  its  duly-authorized  agent,  and  the 
rate,  rule,  or  regulation  made  by  the  association  and  put  into 
effect  by  any  company,  party  to  the  agreement,  would  not 
be  merely  the  rate,  rule,  or  regulation  of  the  association,  but 
a  rate,  rule,  or  regulation  of  the  company  itself,  acting 
through  its  proper  officers  or  agents,  and  hence  no  surrender 
or  transfer  of  any  corporate  power  conferred  upon  it  by  its 
charter;  nor  would  it  be  thereby  relieved  of  any  burden  im- 
posed. 

One  further  question  remains  in  this  case:  Does  the  pro- 
vision of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  relate  to  the  business  of 
Gomman  carriers,  or,  in  other  words,  does  it  include,  and  was 
it  intended  to  include,  combinations  or  agreements  between 
railway  companies!  It  is  urged  by  the  defendants  that  they 
are  not  included  within  that  act;  that  the  provisions  of  the 
act  operate,  and  were  intended  to  opiate,  upon  other  and 
different  combinations,  and  that  they  have  no  application  to 
agreements  or  combinations  between  railway  companies,  for 
the  reason  that  congress  had  already  provided  by  the  act  of 
February  4,  1887,  entitled  ^'An  act  to  regulate  commerce," 
a  full  and  comprdiensive  code  of  railway  regulation,  mod- 
eled on  the  most  effective  systems  of  the  different  states  and 
of  England.  This  last-mentioned  act  may  be  summarized  as 
follows:  That  the  provisions  of  the  act  shall  apply  to  any 
common  carrier  or  carriers  engaged  in  the  tranq)ortation  of 
passengers  or  property  wholly  by  railroad  or  partly  by  rail- 
road and  partiy  by  water.  It  provides  that  all  charges  for 
services  shall  be  reasonable  and  just;  that  unjust  discrimina- 
tions and  undue  or  unreasonable  preferences  shall  not  be 
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made;  that  reasonable,  proper,  and  equal  facilities  for  the 
interchange  of  traffic  between  lines,  and  for  the  receiving, 
forwarding,  and  delivering  of  passengers  and  property  be- 
tween connecting  lines  shall  be  provided ;  that  there  shall  be 
no  discrimination  in  the  rates  and  charges  as  between  am- 
neoting  lines;  that  it  shall  be  unlawful  to  charge  a  greater 
compensation  for  a  short  haul  than  for  a  long  haul  over  the 
same  line,  in  the  same  direction,  under  substantially  similar 
circumstances;  that  there  shall  be  no  pooling  of  earnings. 
The  act  provides  for  the  filing  and  publication  of  tariffs,  in- 
cluding joint  tariffs  of  connecting  roads,  and  also  provides 
for  10  days'  notice  of  any  advance  in  rates. 

The  act  further  provides  that  any  combination,  contract, 
or  agreement,  express  or  implied,  to  prevent,  by  change  of 
time  schedules,  carriage  in  different  cars,  or  by  other  means 
or  devices,  the  carriage  of  freights  from  being  continuous 
from  the  place  of  shipment  to  the  place  of  destination,  shall 
be  unlawful.  The  act  provides  penalties  for  violations  of 
its  provisions,  establishes  a  commission  of  five  members  to 
exercise  a  supervisory  control  over  the  common  carriers  sub- 
ject to  the  act,  and  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  act.  It 
will  be  seen  from  an  examination  that  this  act  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  special  act,  being  confined  in  its  application  to  common 
carriers,  while  the  act  of  July  2d  is  clearly,  by  its  terms,  a 
general  statute.  It  includes  every  contract  or  combination 
in  the  form  of  a  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  trade,  and  every  person  who  shall  monopolize  or  attempt 
to  monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  and  commerce  [455] 
among  the  states.  I  think  no  rule  is  better  settled  than, 
where  a  general  statute  has  been  enacted,  which  might  in- 
clude, in  the  absence  of  other  provisions,  a  subject-matter 
which  has  already  received  consideration  at  the  hands  of  the 
legislature  by  a  special  act,  that  the  general  act  will  not  be 
construed  to  embrace  the  subject  contained  in  the  special  act 
unless  it  clearly  appears  from  the  language  employed  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  it  should  be  Included. 
The  intention  of  the  legislature  should,  of  course,  be  fol- 
lowed, and  that  is  to  be  ascertained  from  the  words  used  in 
the  statute,  and  from  the  subject  to  which  the  statute  relates, 
with  a  view  of  meeting  the  mischief  soufsrht  to  be  remedifMl : 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


UNTTBD   STATES   V.  TRANS- MISSOURI   FREIGHT   ASSN.      101 

Opinion  of  the  Court 

imd  in  doing  this  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  restrict  the 
meaning  of  general  words  whenever  it  is  satisfied  that  the 
literal  meaning  would  extend  the  statute  to  cases  which  the 
l^islature  never  designed  to  include.  As  stated  by  Mr. 
Justice  Davis  in  the  case  of  Rdche  v.  Smythe^  13  Wall.  164: 

•*  If  it  be  true  that  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  ascertain  the  mean- 
hig  of  the  legislature  from  the  words  used  in  the  statute,  and  the 
subject-matter  to  which  It  relates,  there  is  an  equal  du^  to  restrict 
the  meaning  of  general  words  whenever  it  is  found  necessary  to  do 
80  In  order  to  carry  out  the  legislative  intention." 

It  is  equally  the  duty  of  the  court  to  give  to  these  statutes 
such  a  construction  that  both  may  stand,  if  that  can  be  done. 
Applying  these  rules,  can  it  be  said  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  congress  to  include  common  carriers  subject  to  the  act  of 
February  4,  1887,  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July 
2d  ?  I  think  it  very  clearly  appears  from  an  examination  of 
Uiese  statutes,  and  considering  the  evil  sought  to  be  remedied, 
that  such  was  not  the  intention  of  congress. 

The  whole  subject  relating  to  common  carriers  had  already 
been  carefully  provided  for  by  the  act  of  February  4,  1887, 
and  a  commission  appointed,  whose  duty  it  was  to  see  to  it 
that  the  carriers  subject  to  that  act  complied  with  its  require- 
ments, with  power  to  the  courts,  when  necessary,  to  enforce 
its  provisions;  hence  it  is^but  reasonable  to  presume  that  if 
congress  had  considered  anything  in  addition  necessary  for 
the  proper  regulations  and  control  of  these  carriers,  it  would 
have  provided  for  it  by  an  amendment  of  that  act,  instead  of 
including  it  in  a  general  statute,  some  of  the  provisions  of 
which  would  necessarily  conflict  with  the  legislation  then  in 
force  upon  a  subject  which  had  already  received  the  special 
consideration  of  congress.  I  think  it  was  the  purpose  of 
congress  to  remedy  a  very  different  evil  then  existing.  A 
number  of  combinations  in  the  form  of  trusts  and  conspira- 
cies in  restraint  of  trade  had  sprung  up  in  the  country  which 
were  dangerous  to  its  commercial  interests ;  for  example,  the 
steel-rail  trust,  cordage  trust,  the  whisky  trust,  the  Standard 
oil  trust,  dressed-beef  trust,  the  school-book  trust,  the  gas 
trust,  and  numerous  other  trusts  and  combinations,  which 
threatened  to  destroy  the  commercial  and  industrial  pros- 
perity of  the  country.  These  trusts  assumed  the  absolute 
control  of  the  various  corporations  entering  into  them,  direct- 
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ing  which  of  the  constituent  members  of  the  trust  should 
continue  operations  and  which  should  cease  doing  business; 
how  much  business  should  be  transacted  by  each,  what  prices 
should  be  [466]  charged  for  their  product,  and  in  fact  had 
the  power  to  direct  every  detail  of  the  business  of  every  cor- 
poration forming  the  trust.  It  was  to  combinations  and  con- 
spiracies of  this  sort  that  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,  was  directed. 
I  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed,  and 
it  is  so  ordered,  but  not  at  the  cost  of  the  complainant. 

NOTE. 

Memorandum  of  agreement:  "Memorandum  of  agreement  made 
and  entered  Into  this  fifteenth  day  of  March,  1889,  by  and  between 
the  foHowing  railroad  companies,  viz.:  Atchison,  T(H)eka  &  Santa 
Fe  R.  R.,  Chicago,  Rodt  Island  &  Pacific  Ry.,  Chicago,  St  Panl, 
Minneapolis  ft  Omaha  Ry.,  Burlington  &  Missouri  River  R.  R.  in 
Nebraska,  Denver  &  Rio  Grande  R.  R.,  Denver  ft  Rio  Grande  Western 
Ry.,  Fremont,  Blkhom  ft  Missouri  Valley  R.  R.,  Kansas  City,  Ft 
Scott  ft  Memphis  R.  R.,  Kansas  City,  St  Joseph  ft  Council  Bluffs  R. 
R.,  Missouri  Pacific  Ry.,  Sionx  Ci^  ft  Pacific  R.  R.,  St  Joseph  ft 
Grand  Island  R.  R.,  St  Louis  ft  San  Francisco  Ry.,  Union  Pacific  Ry.. 
Utah  Central  Ry.,  and  such  other  companies  as  may  hereafter  be- 
come parties  hereto, — ^witnesseth,  for  the  purpose  of  mutual  protec- 
tion, by  establishing  and  maintaining  reasonable  rates,  rules,  and 
regulations  on  all  freight  traffic,  both  through  and  local,  the  sub- 
scribers do  hereby  form  an  association,  to  be  known  as  th^  Trans- 
Missouri  Freight  Association,  and  agree  to  be  governed  by  the  fol- 
lowing provisions: 

"Article  1.  The  trafiic  to  be  included  Jn  the  Trans-Missouri  Freight 
Association  shall  be  ns  follows:  (1)  All  traffic  competitive  between 
any  two  or  more  members  hereof,  passing  between  points  in  the 
following  described  territory:  Commencing  at  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
on  the  95th  meridian,  thence  north  to  the  Red  river ;  thence  via  that 
river  to  the  eastern  boundary  line  of  the  Indian  Territory;  thence 
north  by  said  boundary  line  and  the  eastern  line  of  the  state  of 
Kansas  to  the  Missouri  river  at  Kansas  City;  thence  via  the  said 
Missouri  river  to  the  point  of  Intersection  of  that  river  with  the  east- 
em  boundary  of  Montana ;  thence  via  the  said  eastern  boundary  line 
to  the  international  line, — the  foregoing  to  be  known  as  tlie  '  Missouri 
River  line;'  thence  via  said  international  line  to  the  Pacific  coast: 
thence  via  the  Pacific  coast  to  the  international  line  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico;  tlioice  via  said  international  line  to  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico;  and  thence  via  said  Gulf  to  the  point  of  beginn^g. 
Including  business  between  points  on  the  boundary  line  as  described. 
(2)  All  freight  traffic  originating  within  the  territory  as  defined  in 
the  first  section  when  destined  to  points  east  of  the  aforesaid  Missouri 
river  line.  Bxceptions:  (a)  The  D.  ft  R.  G.  and  the  D.  ft  R.  G.  W.. 
except  their  business  to  and  from  points  in  Colorado  west  of  the  D. 
ft  R.  G.  line  between  Denver  and  Trinidad;  also  business  via  their 
lines  between  points  in  Colorado  and  points  In  UtalL  AU  local  busi- 
ness between  Denver  and  Trinidad  and  Intermediate  points;  all 
local  business  of  the  A.,  T.  ft  S.  F.  between  Pu^lo  and  Canon  City, 
Colo. ;  all  stone  traflic  having  both  origin  and  destination  within  the 
state  of  Colorado.    The  lurlsdlctlon  of  this  flssociatlon  in  so  fsr  nn 
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the  business  of  the  Denrer  h  Rio  Grande  Railroad  and  the  Denver  h 
Rio  Grande  Western  Railway  CJompanles  is  concerned,  covers  the  fol- 
lowing traffic,  namely :  All  freight  traffic  to»  from,  or  through  all 
common  or  junction  points  In  the  states  of  Nebraska  and  Kansas 
and  the  Indian  Territory,  originating  at  or  destined  to  Denver, 
Colorado  Springs,  Paeblo,  or  Trinidad.  All  freight  traffic  between 
Ogden,  Spanish  Fort,  and  intermediate  points  on  the  one  hand, 
and  to,  from,  or  through  points  in  Kansas  or  Nebraslca  upon  or  east 
of  the  103d  meridian,  on  the  other  hand.  Traffic  which  may  be  ex- 
cluded under  the  application  of  the  above  is  only  such  as  may  be 
delivered  to  or  received  from  the  Denver  &  Rio  Grande  Railroad  and 
Denver  &  Rio  Grande  Western  Railway,  (b)  Traffic  Included  in  the 
Trans-Continental  and  International  Association,  (c)  Traffic  pass- 
\d^  between  points  In  Kansas  or  Nebraslca  and  Mississippi  river 
points,  Carondelet  and  south;  also  traffic  passing  between  points  in 
Kansas  or  Nebrasl^a  and  points  in  the  southern  states  east  of  tiie 
Mississippi  river  and  south  of  the  south  line  of  Kentucky  and  Vir- 
ginia, regardless  of  the  route  by  which  the  business  crosses  the 
Mississippi  or  Ohio  rivers,  (d)  Traffic  passing  between  MfaMouri 
river  points  and  points  in  the  [457]  territory  east  of  said  river,  (e) 
All  traffic  to  points  on  the  Northern  Pacific  and  Manitoba  Railways, 
(f)  Traffic  to  points  in  Arkansas,  (g)  Coal,  stone,  and  gravel  from 
Colorado,  Wyoming,  and  Dakota,  to  points  in  Kansas  and  Nebraska, 
and  to  Sioux  City,  Council  Bluffs,  or  Padflc  Junction,  Iowa,  St 
JoB^h«  Kansas  City,  or  Boswell,  Missouri,  (h)  The  interchange  of 
traffic  with  the  Colorado  Midland  and  South  Park  Companies,  to  or 
from  Aspen,  Colorado,  Gleuwood  Springs,  Colorado,  and  intermediate 
points.  Including  coal  branches  therefrom,  and  Buena  Vista,  Colorado, 
and  Leadville,  Colorado,  (i)  Business  to  and  from  Florence,  Colo- 
rado, by  all  lines. 

''Art  2.  Section  1.  Tlie  association  shall,  by  unanimous  vote,  elect 
a  <±airman  of  tlie  organization.  The  chairman  may  be  removed  by  a 
two-tliirds  vote  of  the  members.  Sec.  2.  There  shall  be  r^suiar  meet- 
In^i  of  the  association  at  Kansas  City,  unless  notice  shall  be  given 
by  the  diairman  that  tlie  business  to  be  transacted  does  not  warrant 
calling  the  members  together,  which  notice  shall  be  given  not  less  tlian 
four  days  before  the  day  set  for  the  meeting.  When  a  meeting— regu- 
lar or  special — is  convened  it  shall  be  incumbent  upon  each  party 
hereto  to  be  represented  by  some  officer  authorized  to  act  definitely 
upon  any  and  all  questions  to  be  considered.  Each  road  shall  desig- 
nate to  the  chairman  one  person,  who  shall  be  held  personally  re- 
QMmBible  for  rates  on  that  road.  Buch  person  shall  be  present  at  all 
regular  meetings,  when  possible,  and  shall  represent  his  road,  unless  a 
va^&Aor  officer  Is  present  If  unable  to  attend,  he  stiall  send  a  sub- 
stitute, with  written  authority  to  act  upon  all  questions  which  may 
arise,  and  the  vote  of  such  substitute  shall  be  binding  upon  the  com- 
pany he  represents.  Sec.  3.  A  committee  shall  be  appointed  to  estab- 
lish rates,  rules,  and  regulations  on  the  traffic  subject  to  this  associa- 
tion, and  to  consider  changes  therein,  and  make  rules  for  meeting  the 
competition  of  outside  lines.  Their  conclusions,  when  unanimous, 
shall  be  made  effective  when  they  so  order,  but  if  tliey  differ,  the 
question  at  issue  shall  be  referred  to  the  managers  of  the  lines  parties 
hereto,  and  If  they  disagree,  it  shall  be  arbitrated  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided in  article  7.  Sec  4.  At  least  five  days*  written  notice  prior  to 
each  monthly  meeting  shall  be  given  the  chairman  of  any  proposed 
reduction  in  rates  or  change  in  any  rule  or  regulation  governing 
freight  traffic, — eight  days  In  so  far  as  applicable  to  the  trafilc  of 
Colorado  or  Utah.  Sec.  0.  At  each  monthly  meeting  the  association 
%hM  consider   and  rote  upon  all  changes  proposed,  of  which  due 
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notice  has  been  given,  and  all  parties  shall  be  bound  by  the  decision 
of  the  association,  so  expressed,  unless  then  and  there  the  parties 
shall  give  the  association  definite  written  notice  that  in  10  days  there- 
after they  shall  make  such  modification,  notwithstanding  the  vote  of 
the  association :  provided  that,  if  the  member  giving  notice  of  change 
shall  fail  to  be  represented  at  the  meeting,  no  action  shall  be  taken  on 
its  notice,  and  the  same  shall  be  considered  withdrawn.  Should  any 
member  insist  upon  a  reduction  of  rate  against  the  views  of  the  ma- 
jority, or  if  the  majority  favor  the  same,  and  if.  In  the  judgment  of 
such  majority,  the  rate  so  made  affects  seriously  the  rates  upon  other 
trafiSc,  then  the  association  may,  by  a  majority  vote,  upon  such  other 
traffic  put  into  effect  corresponding  rates,  to  take  effect  on  the  same 
day.  By  unanimous  consent,  any  rate,  rule,  or  regulation  relating 
to  freight  traffic  may  be  modified  at  any  meeting  of  the  association 
without  previous  notice.  Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  anything  in  this 
article  contained,  each  member  may,  at  Its  peril,  make  at  any  time, 
without  previous  notice,  such  rate,  rule,  or  regulation  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  meet  the  competition  of  lines  not  members  of  the  association, 
giving  at  the  same  time  notice  to  the  chairman  of  its  action  in  the 
premises.  If  the  chairman,  upon  Investigation,  shall  decide  that  such 
rate  is  not  necessary  to  meet  the  direct  competition  of  lines  not  mem- 
bers of  the  association,  and  shall  so  notify  the  road  making  the  rate, 
it  shall  immediately  withdraw  such  rate.  At  the  next  meeting  of  the 
association  held  after  the  making  of  such  rate,  it  shall  be  reported 
to  the  association ;  and  if  the  association  shall  decide  by  a  two-thirds 
vote  that  such  rate  was  not  made  in  good  faith  to  meet  such  compe- 
tition, the  member  offending  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty  provided 
in  section  8  of  this  article.  If  the  association  shall  decide  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote  that  such  rate  was  made  in  good  faith  to  meet  such  com- 
petition, it  shall  be  considered  as  authority  for  the  rate  so  made.  Sec. 
7.  All  arrangements  with  connecting  lines  for  the  division  of  through 
rates  relating  to  traffic  covered  by  this  agreement  shall  be  made  by 
authority  of  the  [458]  association :  provided,  however,  that  when  one 
road  has  a  proprietary  interest  in  another,  the  divisions  between  such 
roads  shall  be  what  they  may  elect,  and  shall  not  be  the  property  of 
the  association:  provided,  further,  that,  as  regards  traffic  contracts 
at  this  date  actually  existing  between  lines  not  having  common  pro- 
prietary interests,  the  same  shall  be  reported,  so  far  as  divisions  are 
concerned,  to  the  association,  to  the  end  that  divisions  with  competing 
lines  may,  if  thought  advisable  by  them,  be  made  on  equally  favorable 
terms.  Sec.  8.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  chairman  to  investigate  all 
apparent  violations  of  the  agreement,  and  to  report  his  findings  to  the 
managers,  who  shall  determine  by  a  majority  vote  (the  member  against 
whom  complaint  Is  made  to  have  no  vote)  what,  if  any,  penalty  shall 
be  assessed,  the  amount  of  each  fine,  not  to  exceed  one  hundred  dollars, 
to  be  paid  to  the  association.  If  any  line  party  hereto  agrees  with  a 
shipper  or  any  one  else  to  secure  a  reduction  or  change  in  rates  or 
change  in  the  rules  and  regulations,  and  it  is  shown  upon  investiga- 
tion by  the  chairman  that  such  an  arrangement  was  effected,  and 
traffic  thereby  secured,  such  action  shall  be  reported  to  the  managers, 
who  shall  determine,  as  above  provided,  what,  If  any,  penalty  shall  be 
assessed.  Sec.  9.  When  a  penalty  shall  have  been  declared  against 
any  member  of  this  association,  the  chairman  shall  notify  the  manag- 
ing officer  of  said  company  that  such  fine  has  been  assessed,  and  that 
within  ten  days  thereafter  he  will  draw  for  the  amount  of  the  fine; 
and  the  draft,  when  presented,  shall  be  honored  by  the  company  thus 
assessed.  Sec.  10.  Ail  fines  collected  to  be  used  to  defray  the  ex- 
penses of  the  association,  the  offending  party  not  to  be  benefited  by 
the  amounts  it  may  pay  as  fines.    Sec.  11.  Any  member  not  present 
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or  fully  represented  at  roll  call  of  general  or  special  meetings  of  the 
fr^ht  aflBodation,  of  which  due  and  proper  notice  has  been  given, 
shall  be  fined  one  dollar,  to  be  assessed  against  his  company,  unless  he 
shall  hare  previously  filed  with  the  chairman  notice  of  Inability  to  be 
present  or  represented. 

"^Art  S.  The  duties  and  powers  of  the  chairman  shall  be  as  follows : 
Section  1.  He  shall  preside  at  all  meetings  of  the  association,  and 
make  and  keep  a  record  thereof,  and  promulgate  such  of  said  pro- 
ceedings as  may  be  necessary  to  Inform  the  parties  hereto  of  the 
action  taken  by  the  association.  Sec.  2.  He  shall  at  all  times  keep 
and  publish  for  the  use  of  the  members  a  full  record  of  the  rates, 
rules,  and  regulations  preyailing  on  all  lines  parties  hereto  on  busi- 
ness covered  by  this  agreement;  and  each  of  the  parties  hereto 
agrees  to  furnish  such  number  of  copies  of  the  rates,  rules,  and  regu- 
lations issued  by  it  as  the  chairman  may  require.  Sec  3.  He  shall 
construe  this  agreement,  and  all  resolutions  adopted  thereunder;  his 
construction  to  be  binding  until  changed  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  asso- 
ciation. Sea  4.  He  shall  publish  in  Joint  form  all  rates,  rules,  and 
regulations  which  are  general  in  their  character,  and  apply  throughout 
the  territory  of  the  association,  and  shall  also  publish,  in  the  manner 
above,  such  rates,  rules,  or  regulations  applying  on  tratl^c  conmion  to 
two  or  more  lines  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  lines  in  interest  Sec.  5. 
He  shall  be  furnished  with  copies  of  all  way-bills  for  freight  carried 
under  this  agreement  when  ^led  for,  and  shall  furnish  such  sta- 
tistics as  may  be  necessary  to  give  members  general  information  as 
to  the  traflic  moved,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Railway  Association  agreement  as  to  lines  members  thereof. 
Sec.  6.  He  shall  render  to  each  member  of  the  association  monthly 
statements  of  the  expenses  of  the  association,  showing  the  proportions 
due  from  each,  and  shall  make  drafts  on  the  members  for  the  different 
amounts  thus  shown  to  be  due.  Sec.  7.  He  shall  hear  and  determine  all 
charges  of  violations  of  this  agreement  and  assess,  collect  and  dis- 
pose of  the  fines  for  such  violations,  as  provided  for  herein.  Sec  8. 
The  chairman  shall  be  empowered  to  authorize  lines  in  the  association 
to  meet  the  rates  of  another  line  or  other  lines  in  the  association  when 
in  his  Judgnment  such  action  Is  Justified  by  the  circumstances;  this, 
however,  not  to  act  in  any  way  as  an  indorsement  of  an  unauthorized 
rate  made  by  any  member.  Sec  0.  Only  the  parties  interested  shall 
vote  upon  questions  arising  under  the  agreement  and  in  case  of 
doubt  the  chairman  shall  decide  as  to  whether  any  party  is  so  inter- 
ested or  not  subject  to  appeal,  as  provided  by  section  8,  article  3,  of 
the  agreement 

"Art  4.  Apy  willful  underbilling  in  weights,  or  billing  of  freight  at 
wrong  classlflcatimi,  shall  be  considered  a  violation  of  this  agree- 
meat;  and  the  rules  [469]  and  regulations  of  any  weighing  associa- 
tion or  inspection  bureau,  as  established  by  it  or  as  enforced  by  Its 
ofllcers  and  agents,  shall  be  considered  binding  under  the  provisions  of 
this  agreement  and  any  willful  violation  of  them  shall  be  subject  to 
the  penalties  provided  herein. 

**Art5.  The  expenses  of  the  association  shall  be  borne  by  the 
several  parties  in  such  proportion  as  may  be  fixed  by  the  chairman. 
Any  membeor  not  satisfied  with  the  allotment  so  made  may  appeal  to 
the  association,  which  shall,  at  Its  first  regular  meeting  thereafter, 
determine  the  matter,  which  may  be  done  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the 
members. 

"Art  6.  There  shall  be  an  executive  conmilttee  of  three  members, 
to  1)0  elected  by  unanimous  vote.  The  committee  shall  approve  the 
appointment  and  salaries  of  necessary  employes,  except  that  of  the 
chairman,  and  authorize  all  disbursements.  All  action  of  this  com- 
mittee shall  be  unanimous. 
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"Art.  7.  Id  case  tbe  managers  of  the  lines  parties  hereto  ftill  to  agree 
upon  any  question  arising  under  tills  agreement  that  shall  be  brought 
before  the  association,  it  shall  be  referred  to  an  arbitration  board, 
which  shall  consist  of  three  members  of  the  executive  board  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Railway  Association:  provided,  however,  tkat 
in  case  of  arbitration  in  which  the  members  of  this  assodatioD  only 
are  interested,  they  may,  by  unahimous  vote,  substitute  a  special 
board. 

*'Art  a  This  agreconeot  shall  take  effect  April  1,  1860,  0irt>Ject 
tliereafter  to  30  days*  notice  of  a  desire  on  the  part  of  any  line  to 
withdraw  from  or  amend  the  same." 


[40]     BLINDELL  ET  AL  v.  HAGAN  ET  AL.» 
(Circuit  Court,  B.  D.  Louisiana.    February  9,  1808.) 
[54  Fed.,  4a] 

COMBINATIORS    IN    RESTRAINT    OF    TBADB — EQUITT    JUBISDIOTION^ — ^ThO 

statute  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies  (Act  1880,  S8 
St  p.  209)  does  not  authorize  the  bringing  of  injunction  suits  or 
suits  in  equity  by  any  parties  except  the  government^ 

Same. — ^The  Jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  to  entertain  a  suit  to  en- 
Join  a  combination  of  persons  from  interfering  with  and  preventlsg 
shipowners  from  shipping  a  crew  may  be  maintained  on  the  ground 
of  preventing  a  multiplicity  of  suits  at  law,  and  for  the  reason  that 
damages  at  law  for  interrupting  the  business  and  intercepting  the 
profits  of  pending  enterprises  and  voyages  must,  in  their  natve^  be 
conjectural,  and  not  susceptible  of  proof. 

Same— Injunction  Pendente  Lite — Evidence. — ^EvIdence  that  by 
reason  of  the  action  of  a  combination  of  persons,  the  crew  left  com- 
plainants' ship  as  she  was  about  to  sail,  and  that  another  [41]  crew 
could  not  be  procured  for  nine  days,  and  then  only  with  the  assist- 
ance of  the  police  authorities  and  the  protection  of  a  restraining 
order,  while  other  vessels  in  the  vicinity  had  no  difficulty  in  getting 
crews,  is  sufficient  to  aothorze  the  court  to  enjoin  interference  with 
tbe  business  of  the  complainants  by  such  combination,  pendente  lite. 

In  Equity.  Bill  by  Blindell  Bros,  against  C  Hagan  and 
others  to  enjoin  interference  with  their  business  as  shipown- 
ers. On  application  for  an  inj  unction  pendente  lite.    Granted* 

Henry  P.  Dart  and  F.  B.  Earhart,  for  ccnnplainantA. 

J.  Ward  (hirley^  jr.^  and  J.  D.  Orace^  for  respondenta 

•  Affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Gourt  of  Appeals,  Fifth  Circuit  (66  fWU 
686).    Seep.lS2. 
»  Syllabus  copyrighted.  ISas,  by  Weivt  PubliRhioc  Co. 
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Billings,  District  Judge. 

This  application  is  made  and  submitted  on  the  bill  and 
amended  bill  of  complaint  and  lyimerous  affidavits  and  coun- 
ter affidavits.  The  substance  of  the  bill,  as  amended,  is  that 
the  complainants  are  aliens,  being  subjects  of  the  kingdom 
of  Great  Britain,  and  that  the  defendants  are  citizens  of  the 
state  of  liouisiana ;  that  the  complainants  are  owners  of  the 
steamship  Violante^  which  they  are  using  in  the  carrjdng 
trade  between  this  port  and  Liverpool;  that  they  are  pre- 
vented from  shipping  a  crew  by  the  unlawful  and  well-nigh 
violent  combination  of  the  defendants;  that  this  combination 
is  so  numerous  as  to  make  it  impossible  for  the  complainants 
to  obtain,  a  crew  without  the  restraining  order  of  this  court; 
that  this  unlawful  interference  of  the  defendants  is  inter- 
rupting tlie  business  of  the  complainants,  which  is  that  of 
persons  engaged  in  the  canying  trade  between  New  Orleans 
and  Liverpool,  and  is  doing  them  an  irreparable  injury.  The 
injunction  has  been  asked  for,  first,  under  the  act  of  1890, 
(26  St.  p.  209,)  known  as  "An  act  to  protect  trade  and  com- 
merce against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies.''  This  act 
makes  all  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  un- 
lawful, and  punishes  them  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  and 
authorizes  suits  at  law  for  triple  damages  for  its  violation, 
but  it  gives  no  new  right  to  bring  a  suit  in  equity,  and  a  care- 
ful study  of  the  act  has  brought  me  to  the  conclusion  that 
suits  in  equity  or  injunction  suits  by  any  other  than  the 
government  of  the  United  States  are  not  authorized  by  it. 

This  brings  me  to  the  second  ground  upon  which  the  in- 
junction is  asked.  The  citizenship  of  the  parties  is  such  that 
the  United  States  circuit  court  has  jurisdiction,  and  the  com- 
plainants may  urge  before  this  court  any  grievance  which 
they  may  have  in  law  or  equity  as  fully  as  they  could  do  in 
the  courts  of  a  state.  That  the  complainants  may  maintain 
a  suit  at  law  is  conceded  by  the  solicitors  for  the  defendants. 
"Die  prohibition  in  the  statute  of  1789  against  suits  in  equity 
in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  where  the  plaintiff  has  a 
plain  and  adequate  remedy  at  law,  has  been  repeatedly  held 
to  enunciate  or  introduce  no  new  doctrine,  but  it  is  enforced 
rigidly  by  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  because,  if  a  suit 
in  equity  is  allowed,  the  defendant  is  cut  off  from  the  right 
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of  trial  by  jury,  which  is  by  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States  guaranteed  to  him  in  all  common-law  cases  involving 
upwards  of  $20.  There  can  be  equity  jurisdiction  only  when 
the  case  in  question  belongs*  to  one  of  the  recognized  classes 
of  cases  over  which  equity  has  jurisdiction.  The  [42]  ques- 
tion, therefore,  is,  does  this  case  belong  to  one  of  those  recog- 
nized classes?  If  it  does,  it  is  because  the  nature  of  the  al- 
leged injury  is  such  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  establish  in 
a  suit  at  law  the  damage  of  the  complainant,  and  because  to 
entertain  it  would  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits.  Undoubt- 
edly Chancellor  Kent  lays  down  the  correct  rule  in  Jerome 
V.  RoBS^  7  Johns.  Ch.  333,  that  cases  of  ordinary  trespass  are 
not  within  the  cognizance  of  equity;  but  in  Livingston  v. 
Livingston^  6  Johns.  Ch.  500,  501,  he  adds  a  qualification 
which  shows  the  ground  of  discrimination  between  such  tres- 
passes as  equity  will  enjoin  and  those  which  will  not :  "  There 
must  be  something  particular  in  the  case  of  a  trespass, 
*  *  *  or  to  make  out  a  case  of  irreparable  mischief,''  in 
order  to  authorize  equity  to  interfere,  and  an  injunction  to 
issue. 

In  Laussats'  notes  to  Fonblanque's  Equity,  at  page  3,  he 
lays  down  the  principle  which  is  the  fundamental  one,  con- 
curred in  by  all  the  writers  upon  equity  as  the  basis  of  equity 
jurisdiction  in  cases  of  trespass,  as  follows :  "  The  founda- 
tion of  this  jurisdiction  of  equity  is  the  probability  of  irrep- 
arable mischief,  the  inadequacy  of  a  pecuniary  compensa- 
tion, and  the  prevention  of  a  multiplicity  of  suits."  The 
difficulty  has  been  in  applying  this  principle.  Where  there 
is  a  large  combination  of  persons  to  interfere  with  a  party's 
business  by  violence,  the  equity  jurisdiction,  if  maintainable 
at  all,  is  maintainable  on  either  of  two  grounds, — the  nature 
of  the  injury,  including  the  difficulty  of  establishing  in  a  suit 
at  law  the  amount  of  actual  damages  suffered,  or  the  pre- 
vention of  a  multiplicity  of  suits.  The  jurisdiction,  for  these 
reasons,  was  maintained  in  the  following  cases:  Emack  v. 
Kane^  34  Fed.  Rep.  47;  Cdsey  v.  Typographical  Union^  45 
Fed.  Rep.  135,  144;  Gilbert  v.  Mickle,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  381, 
(marg.  p.  357;)  Sherry  v.  Perkins,  147  Mass.  212,  17  N.  E. 
Rep.  307.    In  0 shorn  v.  Bank,  6  Wheat,  845,  the  court  says : 

••  In  those  capes  [wrongful  transfer  of  stocks  and  other  securities] 
the  Injured  party  would  have  his  remedy  at  law;    ♦    ♦    ♦    but  It  is 
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tbe  proTince  of  a  court  of  equity  In  such  cases  to  arrest  the  injury, 
and  prefvent  the  wrong.  The  remedy  is  more  beneficial  and  complete 
than  the  law  can  give." 

With  reference  to  another  class  of  cases,  courts  of  equity 
have  sometimes  taken  jurisdiction  for  the  reason  which  re- 
quires that  they  should  take  jurisdiction  here,  viz.  those  cases 
for  specific  performance  when  there  could  be  no  adequate 
compensation  in  damages.  In  Taylor  v.  Neville^  cited  by 
Lord  Hardwicke  in  Buxton  v.  Lister^  3  Atk.  383,  a  specific 
performance  was  decreed  of  a  contract  of  a  sale  of  800  tons 
of  iron  to  be  delivered  and  paid  for  in  a  certain  number  of 
years,  and  by  installments.  Equity  enjoins  in  such  cases, 
because,  though  the  injured  party  may  have  his  suit  at  law, 
his  damages  must  be  conjectural.  See  Adderley  v.  Dixon,  1 
Sim.  &  S.  607,  611.  So  in  cases  of  trespass,  where  a  business 
is  interrupted,  and  the  profits  of  pending  enterprises  and 
voyages  are  intercepted,  the  party  injured  must  fail  of 
recovering  full  compensation,  for  his  damages  must  at  law 
be  largely  conjectural ;  and  for  this  reason,  as  well  as  to  pre- 
vent a  multiplicity  of  suits,  he  may,  by  an  injunction  in 
equity,  arrest  the  threatened  wrongdoing,  and  prevent  the 
[43]  consequent  injury,  which  is  irremediable,  because  it 
consists  in  the  loss  of  profits  which  are  not  susceptible  of 
proof. 

My  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  the  bill  of  complaint  in 
this  cause  states  a  case  over  which  a  court  of  equity  must  take 
jurisdiction,  in  that  it  is  a  case  where  the  threatened  damages 
are  irremediable  at  law,  as  well  as  one  where  the  equity  suit 
will  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 

As  to  proof  upon  the  question  of  fact  There  have  been 
filed  in  this  case  in  all  49  affidavits.  I  subjoin  to  this  opinion 
a  summary  of  each  of  these  depositions.  The  preponderance 
of  proof  establishes  that  the  British  steamship  Violante 
arrived  at  this  port  from  Vera  Cruz  November  29, 1892,  and 
on  the  30th  the  crew  was  paid  off.  At  that  time  the  crew  made 
no  complaint  regarding  the  food  they  received,  or  their  treat- 
ment, or  the  safety  of  the  ship,  and  continued  at  their  duties 
until  about  noon  of  December  15,  1892,  without  complaint, 
except  that  some  of  the  crew  had  asked  the  captain  whether 
they  would  be  paid  before  leaving  port  for  the  days  in  which 
the  ship  had  been  lying  at  the  wharf,  to  which  he  answered 
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he  could  not  do  so,  as  it  would  be  a  violation  of  all  agree- 
ments between  the  crew  and  the  ship.  On  December  15, 
1892,  after  the  ship  had  been  cleared  from  the  customhouse, 
and  the  pilot  had  come  aboard,  the  crew,  with  the  exception 
of  the  steward  and  the  cook,  retired  from  the  ship.  Being 
steamer  Violanie^  after  her  crew  left,  on  the  15th  of  Decem- 
ber 15th,  as  contemplated.  It  is  also  established  that  the 
steamer  Violante^  after  her  crew  left,  on  the  15th  of  Decem- 
ber, did  not  succeed  in  getting  a  crew  until  December  24, 
1892,  after  the  restraining  orders  had  been  issued  against  the 
defendants  in  this  cause,  and  that,  during  the  whole  period 
of  nine  days,  the  police  authorities  were  called  upon,  and 
went  to  the  assistance  of  the  master  and  agents  of  the  vessel 
in  getting  a  crew ;  that,  while  other  steamers  in  the  vicinity 
had  no  difficulty  in  getting  crews,  the  steamer  Violante  was 
unable  to  get  a  crew  to  stay  on  the  vessel  until  they  got  the 
protection  of  the  restraining  orders  from  this  court  I  think 
the  evidence  establishes  that  the  inability  of  the  ship  to 
retain  the  crew  already  shipped,  and  her  inability  to  ob- 
tain another  crew,  except  after  the  interference  of  this  court 
by  its  restraining  orders,  were  due  to  the  acts  of  the  defend- 
ants. The  evidence  fails  to  connect  the  defendant  Dunn 
with  the  unfriendly  acts  of  the  other  defendants.  I  think 
the  case,  upon  the  question  of  facts,  as  well  as  law,  is  with  the 
complainants,  and  that  the  injunction  pendente  lite  should 
issue  against  the  defendants,  except  the  defendant  Dunn. 
As  to  him  it  is  refused. 


[994]  UNITED  STATES  v.  WORKINGMEN'S  AMAL- 
GAMATED COUNCIL  OF  NEW  ORLEANS  ET  AL.« 

(Gircnlt  Oourt;  B.  D.  Lonisiana.    March  25,  1803.) 

[64  Fed.,  904.] 

Injunction — When  Qbanted — Unlawful  Combinations. — Where  an 
Injnnction  Is  asked  against  the  interference  with  interstate  com- 
merce hy  combinations  of  strlliing  worlunen,  the  fact  that  the  strilce 
is  ended  and  labor  resumed  since  the  tiling  of  the  bill  is  no  groond 
tov  refusing  the  injunction.    Tlie  invasion  of  rights,  especially 

«  Affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Fifth  Circuit  (57  Fed., 
85).    See  p.  184. 
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wbere  tbe  lawfulness  of  the  iuTasion  is  not  disclaimed,  anthorfjEes 
the  Injunction.^ 

Saicb— Bnx  AKD  Answer— Waivxb  or  Oath.— Where  the  bill  for  In- 
junction waives  the  oath  of  the  respondents,  an  answer,  under  oath, 
denying  all  the  equities  of  the  bill,  can,  under  the  amendment  to 
equity  rule  41,  be  used  at  the  hearing  with  probative  force  of  an 
affldarit  alone  Whether  the  injunction  should  issue  must  be  de- 
termined by  the  whole  evidence  submitted. 

U111.AWFUI.  Combinations — Rsstraint  or  Tbads. — The  act  declaring 
illegal  "  every  contract  or  combination  In  the  form  of  trust,  or  other- 
wise In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  tbe  several  states  or 
with  foreign  nations,"  (26  St  at  Large,  p.  209,)  applies  to  oombina- 
tloiui  of  laborers  as  well  as  of  capitalists. 

Sams — E^m>BNo»— AnicissiBiLrrT. — ^In  order  to  sustain  the  allegations 
of  a  bill  praying  an  injunction  against  a  combination  in  restraint 
of  Interstate  commerce,  the  complainant  may  offer  in  evidence,  as 
matter  of  history,  the  oflflcial  proclamation  of  the  various  govern- 
ment officers,  and  also  newspaper  reports  supported  by  affidavits 
containing  manifestoes  and  declarations  of  the  respondents. 

Sami — Lawful  Combinations  Tubned  to  Unlawful  Pubtosis. — 
The  fact  that  a  combination  of  men  Is  in  its  origin  and  general 
purposes  innocent  and  lawful  is  no  ground  of  defense  when  the  com* 
binatlon  is  [995]  turned  to  the  unlawful  purpose  of  restraining 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce. 

Samx — ^Labob  Stbikbs. — ^A  combination  of  men 'to  secure  or  compel 
tlie  employment  of  none  but  union  men  becomes  a  combination  In 
restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
when,  in  order  to  gain  its  ends,  it  seelcs  to  enforce,  and  does  enforce, 
by  Tlolence  and  hitimidation,  a  discontinuance  of  labor  in  all  de- 
partments of  business,  including  the  transportation  of  goods  from 
state  to  state,  and  to  and  from  foreign  nations. 

In  Equity.  Suit  by  the  United  States  against  the  Work* 
ingmen  Amalgamated  Council  of  New  Orleans,  La.,  and 
others,  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  interfering  with  in- 
terstate and  foreign  commerce.    Injunction  granted. 

F.  B.  Earhart^  United  States  Attorney. 

A.  H.  Leonard^  M.  Marks^  and  Evans  dk  Dunn,  for  defend- 
ants. 

BiLLiNOS,  District  Judge. 

This  cause  is  submitted  upon  an  application  for  an  injunc- 
tioQ  on  the  bill  of  complaint,  answer,  and  numerous  affida- 

•  SyUabus  copyrighted,  1803,  by  West  Publishhig  Oa 
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yits  and  exhibits.  The  bill  of  complaint  in  this  case  is 
filed  by  the  United  States  under  the  act  of  congress  entitled 
"An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraint  and  monopolies,''  (26  St.  at  Large,  p.  209.)  The 
substance  of  the  bill  is  that  there  is  a  gigantic  and  wide- 
spread combination  of  the  members  of  a  multitude  of  sep- 
arate organizations  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  com- 
merce among  the  several  states  and  with  foreign  countries. 
It  avers  that  a  disagreement  between  the  warehousemen  and 
their  employes  and  the  principal  draymen  and  their  sub- 
ordinates had  been  adopted  by  all  the  organizations  named 
in  the  bill,  until,  by  this  vast  combination  of  men  and  of  or- 
ganizations, it  was  threatened  that,  unless  there  was  an  ac- 
quiescence in  the  demands  of  the  subordinate  workmen  and 
draymen,  all  the  men  in  all  of  the  defendent  organizations 
would  leave  work,  and  would  allow  no  work  in  any  depart- 
ment of  business;  that  violence  was  threatened  and  used  in 
support  of  this  demand ;  and  that  this  demand  included  the 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  which  flows  through  the  city 
of  New  Orleans.  The  bill  further  states  that  the  proceedings 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  had  taken  such  a  vast  and 
ramified  proportion  that,  in  consequence  of  the  threats  of  the 
defendants,  the  whole  business  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans 
was  paralyzed,  and  the  transit  of  goods  and  merchandise 
which  was  being  conveyed  through  it  from  state  to  state,  and 
to  and  from  foreign  countries,  was  totally  interrupted.  The 
elaborate  argument  and  brief  of  the  solicitors  for  the  defend- 
ants presents  six  objections. 

The  defendants  urge  (1)  that,  the  strike  or  cessation  of 
labor  being  ended,  and  labor  resumed  throughout  all  brandies 
of  business,  there  is  no  need  for  an  injunction.  I  know  of  no 
rule  which  is  better  settled  than  that  the  question  as  to  the 
maintenance  of  a  bill,  and  the  granting  of  relief  to  a  com- 
plainant, is  to  be  determined  by  the  status  existing  at  the  time 
of  filing  the  bill.  Rights  do  not  ebb  and  flow.  If  they  are 
invaded,  and  recourse  to  courts  of  justice  is  rendered  neces- 
sary, it  is  no  defense  to  the  invasion  of  a  right,  either 
[996]  admitted  or  proved,  that  since  the  institution  of  the 
suit  the  invasion  has  ceased.  With  emphasis  would  this 
be  true  where,  as  here,  the  right  to  invade  is  not  disclaimed. 
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The  question,  then,  is,  what  was  the  state  of  facts  at  the  time 
of  and  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  bill?  or  whether,  if  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  bill  were  true  at  that  time,  there  was  need  of 
an  injunction. 

The  defendants  urge  (2)  that  the  ri^t  of  the  complain* 
ants  depends  upon  an  unsettled  question  of  law.  The  tiieory 
of  the  defense  is  that  this  case  does  not  fall  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  statute;  that  the  statute  prohibited  monopolies 
and  combinations  which,  using  words  in  a  general  sense,  were 
of  capitalists,  and  not  of  laborers.  I  think  the  congressional 
debates  show  that  the  statute  had  its  origin  in  the  evils  of 
massed  capital ;  but,  when  the  congress  came  to  formulating 
the  prohibition  which  is  the  yardstick  for  measuring  the  com- 
plainant's right  to  the  injunction,  it  expressed  it  in  these 
words:  "  Every  contract  or  combination  in  the  form  of  trust, 
or  otherwise  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to 
be  iUegal."  The  subject  had  so  broadened  in  the  minds  of 
the  legislators  that  the  source  of  the  evil  was  not  regarded  as 
material,  and  the  evil  in  its  entirety  is  dealt  with.  They 
made  the  interdiction  include  combinations  of  labor,  as  well 
as  of  capital;  in  fact,  all  combinations  in  restraint  of  com- 
merce, without  reference  to  the  character  of  the  persons  who 
entered  into  them.  It  is  true  this  statute  has  not  been  much 
expounded  by  judges,  but,  as  it  seems  to  me,  its  meaning,  as 
far  as  relates  to  the  sort  of  combinations  to  which  it  is  to 
apply,  is  manifest,  and  that  it  includes  combinations  which 
are  composed  of  laborers  acting  in  the  interest  of  laborers. 

The  defendants  urge  (3)  that,  the  answer  being  under 
oath,  and  denying  all  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  the  injimc- 
tion  cannot  issue.  Before  the  adoption  of  the  amendment  to 
the  forty-first  rule  in  equity,  it  was  a  rule  in  chancery  prac- 
tice that,  where  the  answer  was  under  oath,  and  denied  all 
the  equities  of  the  bill,  the  injunction  should  be  refused;  but, 
since  in  this  case  the  oath  of  the  respondents  is  waived  in  the 
bill,  their  answer,  under  rule  41,  can  be  used  at  this  hearing 
with  the  probative  force  of  an  affidavit  alone,  and  no  longer 
has  nece^arily  the  effect  claimed  for  it  by  the  defendants' 
solicitors. 
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I  The  defendants  urge  (4)  that  the  proofe  in  the  case  are 
vague,  and  insufficient  to  establish  the  allegations  of  the  bill. 
When  I  consider  the  affidavits  of  individuals,  and  the  procla- 
mations of  the  governor  of  the  state  of  Louisiana  and  the 
mayor  of  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  and  the  statements  in  the 
public  journals,  supported  by  testimony,  and  the  affidavits 
filed  in  this  cause,  I  find  the  material  allegations  of  the  bill 
fully  sustained.  Not  only  was  the  flow  of  commerce  through 
the  city  of  New  Orleans  ptirposely  arrested,  but  even  the 
transportation  of  the  goods  and  merchandise  from  the  gov- 
ernment warehouses  to  the  landings  was  forcibly  stopped. 
The  following  exhibits  in  the  case,  consisting  of  proclama- 
tions of  the  governor  of  Louisiana  and  the  mayor  of  New 
Orleans,  taken  from  the  official  journals,  manifestoes,  and 
the  recitals  of  the  sayings  of  [997]  the  defendants,  taken 
from  the  public  newspapers,  which  have  not  been  disproved 
by  the  respondents,  show,  as  matter  of  history,  the  vast  pro- 
portions of  the  interruption  caused  by  the  defendants  to  the 
prosecution  of  all  the  branches  of  business  within  the  city  of 
New  Orleans,  and  the  purpose  with  which  it  was  done,  to  wit. 
that  no  business  was  to  be  transacted  till  the  demands  made 
by  the  employes  of  the  warehousemen  and  the  subordinate 
draymen  were  complied  with : 

"J.  General  Strike  Ordered  by  the  Amalgamated  OQunoil  for  To- 
Morrow t  Unless  the  Merchants  Recognize  the  Union  this  Evening. 

"  FBBSnnENT  IJX>NAB0*8  STATEMENT. 

••  When  the  people  of  New  Orleans  awake  to-morrow  morning,  they 
will  probably  find  that  one  of  the  largest  strikes  that  has  ever  taken 
place  in  this  city  has  been  inaugurated.  To-day,  at  12:30  o'clock. 
President  Leonard,  of  the  Amalgamated  Ck>uncll,  made  his  promised 
statement  to  the  members  of  the  press  relative  to  last  night's  meeting 
of  the  council.  Mr.  Leonard  said  that  it  had  been  decided  at  the  meet- 
ing to  order  a  general  strike  for  to-morrow  morning,  unless  the  mer- 
chants ask  for  a  conference  this  afternoon.  The  unions  were  deter- 
mined to  compel  the  employers  to  recognize  th^n,  and  they  took  this 
step  to  force  this  recognition,  If  possible  Mr.  Leonard  further  said 
that  every  trade  and  line  over  which  the  council  has  Jurisdiction  will 
go  out,  barring  none.  If  at  any  time  during  the  strike  the  merchants 
manifest  a  desire  to  recognize  the  unions,  the  men  will  be  ordered  to 
return  to  work,  and  a  conference  committee  appointed  to  meet  a  simi- 
lar committee  from  the  merchants.  The  committee  of  fifteen  of  the 
Amalgamated  Council  win  remain  in  session  for  some  hours  this  even- 
ing, and  the  employers  will  thus  be  given  their  last  chance  to  accede 
to  the  demands  of  the  strikers." 
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**  HaIX  AlCALOAlf  ATED  COUNCIL, 

'*  New  Orlean8,  Navemher  4, 1892. 
*'At  a  meeting  of  presidents  of  tbe  labor  unions  and  organisations, 
beld  on  Friday,  November  4,  1892,  at  tbe  8crewmen's  Hall,  tbe  fol- 
lowing manifesto  was  adopted  and  ordered  submitted  to  all  tbe  mem- 
bers  of  labor  unions  and  organizations  in  tbe  city  of  New  Orleans : 

'*  •  To  All  Union  Men  Wbererer  Found,  Greeting :  In  view  of  tbe  fact 
tbat  in  tbe  difficulty  existing  between  tbe  board  of  trade,  mercbants, 
boss  draymen,  and  weigbers,  and  in  riew  of  tbe  fact  tbat  tbey  claim 
to  represent  tbe  entire  employing  power  in  tbe  city,  and  claim  broadly 
and  empbattcally  tbat  tbey  will  not  recognize  unions  or  labor  organ- 
isations in  connection  witb  tbelr  business,  and  endeayor  by  tbelr  acta 
to  prevent  otber  employers  from  eltber  employing  or  recognizing  union 
men,  and  believing  it  for  tbe  best  interests  of  organized  labor  tbat  we 
refrain  from  working  for  any  employer  until  tbe  board  of  trade  and 
otbers  recognize  tbe  rigbts  of  men  to  organize  into  labor  unions 
tbrougbout  tbe  city,  calling  tbem,  as  union  men,  to  abstain  from  any 
work  or  assisting  in  any  way  in  prolonging  tbe  existing  difficulty.  Tbe 
gauntlet  bas  been  tbrown  down  by  tbe  employers  tbat  tbe  laboring 
men  have  no  rigbts  tbat  tbey  are  bound  to  respect,  and,  in  our  opinion, 
the  loss  of  this  battle  will  affect  each  and  every  union  man  in  tbe  city ; 
and,  after  trying  every  honorable  means  to  attain  an  equitable  and  just 
8ettlem«it,  we  find  no  means  left  open  but  to  issue  this  call  to  all  union 
men  to  stop  work,  and  assist  with  their  presence  and  open  support 
from  and  after  Saturday  noon,  November  5,  ld92,  and  show  to  tbe 
merchants  and  all  others  interested  that  tbe  labor  unions  are  united. 

"'jAtfSB  Lborabd,  Ohairmatk. 
"'John  Bbebr, 
•••A.  M.  Kkib, 
''^Jaiiks  E.  Pobtxr, 
''^JoHN  M.  Oallaohan, 

** 'Committee:'' 

[906]  ''will  the  81SIKS  BB  genbbalT 

^'meetino  or  THE  amalgamated  council  this  evening. 

''To  the  representative  of  a  morning  paper.  Assistant  State  Organ- 
izer Porter  said  tbe  outlook  for  successful  strike  was  a  most  excel- 
lent and  promised  that  every  union  In  tbe  city  would  stand  by  the 
locked-ont  workmen.  He  said  it  was  possible  a  general  strike  would 
be  ordered,  and  that  labor  is  determined  to  win  this  struggle.  A  union 
man  who  was  with  Mr.  Porter  Is  represented  to  have  said  that  the 
strike  will  be  made  a  victory  of  tbe  laboring  classes  of  the  dty,  and, 
unless  the  unions  are  recognized,  there  will  be  more  bloodshed  than 
imagined.  Mr.  Porter  is  reported  to  have  added:  'We  propose  to 
win  by  peace,  if  we  can;  but,  if  we  are  pushed  to  the  wall,  force 
will  be  employed.'  There  are  ninety-seven  unions  in  tbe  city.  The 
Amalgamated  Gouncil  meets  to-nigbt  to  discuss  the  strike.  Tbe  joint 
conference  of  tbe  executive  committees  of  the  striking  organizations 
met  last  night,  and  decided  to  pay  no  attention  to  tbe  invitation  of  tbe 
mercbants  with  respect  to  the  proposed  tribunal.  Inasmuch  as  the 
merchants  decline  to  recognize  the  unions,  the  unions  refuse  to  appoint 
any  members  of  the  tribunal,  and  will  only  do  so  when  tbey  are  given 
to  understand  that  the  men  tbey  may  appoint  are  to  be  regarded  as 
official  representatlveB  of  their  nnions.'* 
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*'AN8WEB  to  FBOPOSinON  OF  THEGOVEBNOB. 

-Nov.  8th,  1802. 
**  To  His  Excellency,  Gov.  M.  J.  Foster. 

"  Dear  Sib  :  According  to  agreement,  we  were  to  give  you  an  answer 
this  morning  In  regard  to  certain  propositions  that  you  bave  sub- 
mitted ;  but,  after  consideration  by  tbe  committees,  we  found  that  the 
propositions  would  have  to  be  first  submitted  to  the  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  merchants'  body,  and  we  have  not,  up  to  tbe  present  time, 
heard  what  action  was  taken  in  regard  to  the  matter.  In  consideration 
of  these  facts,  we  now  have  these  propositions  to  submit,  and  will  have 
to  stand  on  them:  First  We  are  willing  to  arbitrate  on  wagea 
Second.  We  are  willing  to  arbitrate  on  hours.  Third.  We  want  the 
question  of  'none  but  union  men  to  be  hired  when  available,  from 
and  after  the  final  adoption  of  tariff  and  hours,'  to  be  accepted  without 
arbitration. 

'*  James  Lbonabo,  Of^irtnan. 

"John  Bbebn. 

"  A.  M.  Keib. 

"John  Callaqhan. 

"James  Pobteb." 

**  pboclamation. 

••  Matobalty  of  New  Orleans,  City  Hall,  Nov,  9, 1892. 

««GrnzBN8  OF  New.  Qbleans:  The  time  has  come  when  I,  as  your 
mayor,  feel  that  the  forces  placed  at  my  command  are  lnade<|uate  to 
further  protect  peaceable  citizens  and  their  property,  owing  to  the 
many  demands  made  on  them.  I  am  then  compelled  to  call  upon 
all  good  citizens  desirous  of  the  welfare  and  safety  of  the  city.  I, 
therefore,  as  your  chief  magistrate,  do  hereby  Issue  this,  my  procla- 
mation, commanding  all  law-abiding  and  law-loving  citizens  to  attend 
at  the  city  hall  to-morrow,  (Thursday,)  Nov.  10,  1892,  and  then  and 
there  to  be  sworn  In  as  special  oflScers  to  aid  and  assist  the  organ- 
ized police  force  of  this  ci^  in  their  duties  Incumbent  upon  th^n. 

"  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  of  office^  this  ninth  day  of  NoTdm- 
ber,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1892. 

••  By  the  Mayor,  "  John  Fitzpatbick. 

"Glabk  Steen,  Secretary." 

"pboclamation  of  the  govebnob. 

"  New  Obleans,  La.,  Nov.  10/92. 
**To  tJie  People  of  Neto  Orleans: 

"  The  condition  of  affairs  prevailing  In  your  dty  during  the  past  ten 
days;  the  danger  to  the  peace  and  good  order  of  this  community 
arising  from  the  paralysis  of  Industry,  trade,  and  commerce,  and 
from  the  suspension  of  the  usual  means  of  trasportatlon ;  the  Inse- 
[999]  curlty  of  life  and  propcoty  caused  by  the  perturbed  state  of  (he 
public  mind,  aggravated  by  the  closing  of  the  gas  and  electric  light 
works,  thus  holding  out  an  incentive  to  criminals  to  ply  their  vocation 
In  darkness, — have  not  escaped  my  attention,  and  have  caused  me  the 
deepest  solicitude.  I  therefore  request  all  peaceable  citizens  not  to 
congregate  In  crowds  upon  the  streets  and  thoroughfares,  and  I  urge 
upon  them  to  discountenance  all  undue  excitement  and  acts  of  vio- 
lence, and  to  make  known  to  tbe  oflflcers  Intrusted  with  the  adminis- 
tration of  tbe  law  any  breaches  of  the  peace.  I  hereby  declare  that 
the  people  of  this  city  must  and  shall  be  protected  In  the  full  enjoy- 
ment of  all  their  constitutional  rights  and  privileges.    All  the  power 
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yested  In  me  by  the  constltntlon  and  laws  of  this  state  shall  be  devoted 
to  the  preservation  of  the  peace,  the  maintenance  of  good  order,  and 
the  protection  of  the  lives  and  property  of  the  citizens. 

"  MuBPHT  J.  FosTEB,  OovemoT  of  LouUiana/' 

"The  governor  said  there  were  no  farther  orders  to  commnnlcats 
at  the  moment.  It  Is  understood,  however,  that  orders  are  being 
issued  to  the  militia,  and  that,  after  the  railroad  presidents'  meeting 
Is  over,  an  effort  will  be  made  to  start  the  street  cars.  The  com- 
panies are  expected  to  famish  the  drivers,  and  the  entire  military 
force  of  the  state,  with  the  bodies  that  are  being  organized  as  re- 
cruits, will  be  used  to  furnish  them  with  the  necessary  protection. 
That  will  settle  the  question  very  soon  whether  the  rioters  or  the 
legally  constituted  authorities  of  the  state  are  to  be  masters  of  the 
situation." 

The  defendants  urge  (5)  that  the  corporations  of  the  vari- 
ous labor  associations  made  defendants  are  in  their  origin 
and  purposes  innocent  and  lawful.  I  believe  this  to  be  true. 
But  associations  of  men,  like  individuals,  no  matter  how 
worthy  their  general  character  may  be,  when  charged  with 
unlawful  combinations,  and  when  the  charge  is  fully  estab- 
lished, cannot  escape  liability  on  the  ground  of  their  com- 
mendable general  character.  In  determining  the  question 
of  sufficiency  of  proof  of  an  accusation  of  unlawful  intent, 
worth  in  the  accused  is  to  be  weighed;  but  when  the  proof 
of  the  charge  is  sufficient, — overwhelmingly  sufficient, — ^the 
original  purpose  of  an  association  has  ceased  to  be  available 
as  a  ground  of  defense. 

The  defendants  urge  (6)  that  the  combination  to  secure 
or  compel  the  employment  of  none  but  union  men  is  not  in 
the  restraint  of  commerce.  To  determine  whether  the  propo- 
sition urged  as  a  defense  can  apply  to  this  case,  the  case 
must  first  be  stated  as  it  is  made  out  by  the  established  facts. 
The  case  is  this:  The  combination  setting  out  to  secure  and 
compel  the  employment  of  none  but  union  men  in  a  given  busi- 
ness, as  a  means  to  effect  this  compulsion,  finally  enforced 
a  discontinuance  of  labor  in  all  kinds  of  business,  including 
the  business  of  transportation  of  goods  and  merchandise 
which  were  in  transit  through  the  city  of  New  Orleans,  from 
state  to  state,  and  to  and  from  foreign  countries.  When  the 
case  is  thus  stated, — and  it  must  be  so  stated  to  embody  the 
facts  here  proven, — I  do  not  think  there  can  be  any  question 
but  that  the  combination  of  the  defendants  was  in  restraint 
of  commerce. 
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I  have  thus  endeavored  to  state  and  deal  with  the  varioas 
grounds  of  defense  urged  before  me.  I  shall  now,  as  briefly 
as  possible,  state  the  case  as  it  is  established  in  the  voluminous 
record, 

A  difference  had  sprung  up  between  the  warehousemen  and 
their  employes  and  the  principal  draymen  and  their  subor- 
dinates. With  the  view  and  purpose  to  omipel  an  acqui- 
escence on  the  part  of  the  [1000]  employers  in  the  demands 
of  the  employed,  it  was  finally  brought  about  by  the  em- 
ployed that  all  the  union  men — ^that  is,  all  the  members  of 
the  various  labor  associations — ^were  made  by  their  officers, 
clothed  with  authority  under  the  various  charters,  to  dis- 
continue business,  and  one  of  these  kinds  of  business  was 
transporting  goods  which  were  being  conveyed  frcHn  state 
to  state,  and  to  and  from  foreign  countries.  In  some 
branches  of  business  the  effort  was  made  to  r^Iace  the  uni<m 
men  by  other  workmen.  This  was  resisted  by  the  intimida- 
tion springing  from  vast  throngs  of  the  union  men  assem- 
bling in  the  streets,  and  in  some  instances  by  violence;  so 
that  the  result  was  that,  by  the  intended  effects  of  the  do- 
ings of  these  defendants,  not  a  bale  of  goods  constituting 
the  commerce  of  the  country  could  be  moved.  The  question 
simply  is,  do  these  facts  establish  a  case  within  the  statute! 
It  seems  to  me  this  question  is  tantamount  to  the  question, 
could  there  be  a  case  under  the  statute?  It  is  conceded  that 
the  labor  organizations  were  at  the  outset  lawful.  But, 
when  lawful  forces  are  put  into  unlawful  channels, — ^L  e. 
when  lawful  associations  adopt  and  further  unlawful  pur- 
poses and  do  imlawful  acts, — ^the  associations  themselves  be- 
come unlawful.  The  evil,  as  well  as  the  unlawfulness,  of 
the  act  of  the  defendants,  consists  in  this:  that,  until  cer- 
tain demands  of  theirs  were  complied  with,  they  endeavored 
to  prevent,  and  did  prevent,  everybody  from  moving  the 
commerce  of  the  country.  What  is  meant  by  "  restraint  of 
trade  '^  is  well  defined  by  Chief  Justice  Savage  in  People  v. 
Fisher  J 14  Wend.  18.    He  says: 

"The  mechanic  Is  not  obliged  by  law  to  labor  for  any  particular 
price.  He  may  say  that  he  will  not  make  coarse  boots  for  less  than 
one  dollar  per  pair;  but  he  has  no  right  to  say  that  no  other  me- 
chanic shall  make  them  for  less.  Should  the  Journeymen  bakers 
refuse  to  work  unless  for  enormous  wages,  which  the  mast^  bakers 
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oonld  not  afford  to  pay,  and  should  they  oompd  all  Jonmeymen  In 
the  city  to  stop  work,  the  whole  population  mnst  be  without  bread; 
80  of  Journeymen  tailors  or  mechanics  of  any  description.  Such  com- 
binations would  be  productive  of  derangement  and  confosion,  which 
certainly  must  be  injurious  to  trade." 

It  is  the  successful  effort  of  the  combination  of  the  de* 
f endants  to  intimidate  and  overawe  others  who  were  at  work 
in  conducting  or  carrying  on  the  commerce  of  the  country, 
in  which  the  court  finds  their  error  and  their  violation  of 
the  statute.  One  of  the  intended  results  of  their  combined 
action  was  the  forced  stagnation  of  all  the  commerce  which 
flowed  through  New  Orleans.  This  intent  and  combined  ac- 
tion are  none  the  less  unlawful  because  they  included  in  their 
scope  the  paralysis  of  all  other  business  within  the  city  as 
well. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  injunction  should  issue. 


[149]        WATERHOUSE  ET  AL.  v.  COMER 

(Circuit  Ck>urt,  W.  D.  Georgia,  S.  D.    April  8,  1883.) 
[66  Fed.,  149.] 

RSCKITSBS    OF  RAIUK)AD   Ck>MPANIXS — DIFFICULTIES    WITH    EmFLOI 

Adjustment  by  the  Cottbt. — Wliere  the  properly  of  a  railway  or 
other  corporation  ie  being  administered  by  a  receiver  under  the 
superintending  power  of  a  court  of  equity,  it  ia  competent  for  the 
court  to  adjust  difficulties  between  the  receiver  and  his  employee, 
which,  in  the  absence  of  such  adjustment,  would  tend  to  injure  the 
property  and  to  defeat  the  purpose  of  the  receivership. 
[150]  Same. — ^It  follows,  then,  that  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  court;  In 
the  Interest  of  public  order  and  for  the  protection  of  the  property 
under  its  control,  to  direct  a  suitable  arrangement  with  its  employee 
or  officers,  to  provide  compensation  and  conditions  of  their  employ- 
ment, and  to  avoid,  if  possible,  an  interruption  of  their  labor  and 
duty*  which  will  be  Asastrous  to  the  trust  and  injurious  to  the 
public 

OOUMEBCB — AOBEEMENTS   TO   RESTRAIN — ^ACT   JULT   2,    1890 — COMBINA- 

TI0N8  OF  EuPLOYEB. — ^Rulo  12  of  Bu  Rssociatlon  of  locomotive  engi- 
neers, Btyied  the  "Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers,"  which 
provides  **  that  hereafter,  when  an  issue  lias  been  sustained  by  the 
grand  chief,  and  carried  into  effect  by  the  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Engineers,  it  shall  be  recognized  as  a  violation  of  obligations 
If  a  member  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  who  may 
be  employed  on  a  railroad  run  In  connection  with  or  adjacent  to  said 
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road,  to  handle  the  property  belonging  to  said  railroad  or  system 
in  any  way  that  may  benefit  said  company  with  which  the  Brother- 
hood of  Locomotive  Engineers  are  at  issue,  nntil  the  grievances  or 
issues  or  differences  of  any  nature  or  Isind  have  been  amicably  set- 
tled,"— is  plainly  a  rule  or  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce, and  violative  of  section  1  of  the  act  of  congress  of  July  2, 
1890. 

Same — Gonspibaot — Rev.  St.  §  5440. — Construing  several  clauses  of 
the  interstate  commerce  law  recited  in  the  opinion  with  section  5440 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  it  follows  that  a  combination  of  persons, 
without  regard  to  their  occupation,  which  will  have  the  effect  to 
defeat  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate  commerce  law,  inhibiting  dis- 
criminations in  the  transportation  of  freight  and  passengers,  and 
further  to  restrain  the  trade  or  commerce  of  the  country,  will  bo 
obnoxious  to  the  penalties  therein  prescribed. 

Same — Receivers — ^Advice  of  CJourt. — In  this  case,  the  movants  hav- 
ing avowed  their  purpose,  in  open  court,  to  submit  to  the  construc- 
tion to  be  made  by  the  court  relating  to  rule  12  of  the  brotherhood, 
the  receiver  is  directed  to  enter  into  an  appropriate  contract  with 
them,  subject  to  the  general  operation  of  this  decision  with  refw- 
ence  to  said  rule. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Ck)urt) 

In  Equity.  Petition  by  Waterhouse  and  others,  styling 
themselves  the  "  Committee  of  Adjustment  of  the  Brother- 
hood of  Locomotive  Engineers,"  against  H.  M.  Comer,  re- 
ceiver of  the  Central  Kailroad  &  Banking  Company  of  Greor- 
gia,  asking  that  the  receiver  be  directed  to  make  a  contract 
with  the  locomotive  engineers.    Granted. 

B.  W.  Patterson^  for  the  motion. 

Lawton  dk  Curmingham  and  Marion  Erwin^  opposed. 

Speer,  District  Judge. 

Cases  are  frequent  where  persons  intrusted  with  corporate 
properties  have  applied  to  the  courts  lor  the  prevention  or 
redress  of  grievances  threatened  or  inflicted  by  labor  organi- 
zations. This  is  the  first  instance  of  which  we  have  any  in- 
formation where  members  of  such  an  association  have  by  con- 
certed action,  in  an  orderly  way,  sought  the  arbitrament  of 
a  court  to  adjust  a  controversy  relative  to  the  wages  and  con- 
ditions of  their  employment.  The  recent  application  to  this 
court  of  the  Order  of  Railway  Telegraphers,  with  similar 
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purpose,  was  an  attempt  of  this  character.  It  was  defeated 
in  limine.  The  telegraphers,  as  a  body,  had  abandoned  the 
service  of  the  receiver  before  they  presented  their  petition. 
In  the  mean  time,  other  telegraphers,  with  equal  [161]  right 
to  employment  by  the  receiver,  had  been  engaged,  and  were 
performing  the  functions  the  striking  telegraphers  had  sur- 
rendered, and,  notwithstanding  the  solicitude  of  the  court  to 
spare  a  large  number  of  intelligent  young  men  the  distress 
resulting  from  their  indiscreet  action,  it  was  found  to  be 
impracticable.  The  members  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Engineers,  who  have  presented  this  petition,  have  a 
proper  standing  in  court  There  are  250  locomotive  engi- 
neers in  the  employment  of  the  receiver,  upon  the  various  di- 
visions of  the  Central  Railroad  &  Banking  Company  of 
Georgia.  Of  these  211  are  members  of  the  Brotherhood  of 
Locomotive  Engineers,  and  the  petitioners  are  a  committee 
from  that  membership.  They  recite  in  their  petition  the 
facts  that  they  have  been  for  several  years  working  under 
contracts  made  between  a  general  committee  of  the  brother- 
hood and  the  officers  of  the  railroad.  Since  the  1st  day  of 
December,  1891,  they  have  been  working  under  the  contract, 
of  which  they  attach  a  copy,  and  since  that  time  the  proper- 
ties have  been  intrusted  to  the  control  of  Hugh  M.  Comer,  as 
the  receiver  of  the  court  This  contract  expired  on  the  1st 
day  of  December,  1892.  A  few  days  prior  to  that  time  they 
gave  notice  to  George  D.  Wadley,  general  superintendent  of 
the  company,  that  they  desired  certain  changes  in  the  con- 
tract They  state  further  that  they  have  remained  in  the 
service  of  the  company,  although  the  superintendent  and 
receiver  refused  to  enter  into  any  new  contract  or  consider 
the  old  contract  longer  in  force,  unless  ordered  so  to  do  by 
the  court. 

Pending  the  adjustment  of  the  controversy,  which  was 
postponed  for  90  days  by  virtue  of  a  clause  in  the  contract, 
which  entitled  the  receiver  to  notice  for  that  period,  and  of 
which  he  claimed  the  benefit,  the  court  has  continued  the 
contract  in  force. 

We  have  also  caused  several  conferences  between  the  re- 
ceiver and  the  engineers,  with  the  hope  that  an  amicable 
agreement  might  follow.    This  expectation  has  been  de- 
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feated  by  a  strike  oa  the  Savannah,  Americus  &  Montgomery 
Bailroad,  the  refusal  of  one  of  the  engineers  to  haul  a  train 
to  which  a  car  of  that  company  was  attached,  his  immediate 
discharge,  and  the  friction  betweiBu  the  receiver  and  the  ^i- 
gineers  which  resulted  therefrom.  The  engineers  then  ap- 
plied to  the  court  They  set  forth  the  objects  of  their  order, 
the  advantages  of  a  contract  with  their  employers,  and  that 
such  contracts  are  of  force  upon  a  very  large  proportion  of 
the  principal  railroads  of  the  coimtry.  They  state  that 
since  it  has  been  shown  to  them  that  the  properties  in  the 
hands  of  the  receiver  are  embarrassed  financially,  they  are 
content  to  work  in  his  service  without  any  increase  of  wages, 
although  they  insist  that  the  rate  is  less  than  that  paid  by 
competing  and  connecting  lines,  and  they  pray  that  the  re- 
ceiver be  directed  to  continue  in  force  the  contract  under 
which  they  were  working  at  the  time  the  receiver  was  ap- 
pointed, subject  to  such  modifications  and  changes  as  may  be 
made  by  the  order  of  the  court.  They  annex  a  copy  of  this 
contract. 

The  receiver  answers:  First.  That  the  Grand  National 
Brotherhood  of  Ijocomotive  Engineers  is  not  incorporated, 
and  that  many  of  its  rules  and  regulations,  which  have  a 
bearing  upon  any  con-  [162]  tract  its  members  might  make, 
are  withheld  from  the  public.  This  places  him  at  a  disad- 
vantage, and  renders  imcertain  the  attitude  of  the  brother- 
hood in  any  difficidty  which  might  arise  in  connection  with 
the  contract  Second.  That  a  number  of  the  locomotive 
engineers  employed  by  him  are  not  members  of  the  brother-* 
hood,  and  that  it  is  not  proper  for  him  to  contract  in  this 
way  with  certain  employes,  while  others  are  employed  with- 
out such  a  contract  Third.  That  such  a  contract  renders 
it  impossible  for  the  officers  charged  with  the  operation  of 
the  property  to  have  such  freedom  in  its  administration  as 
is  necessary  to  its  prompt  and  efficient  management.  Fourtti 
As  a  common  carrier,  the  railroad  under  his  control  is  liable 
for  damages  which  may  result  frcnn  the  disorganization  of 
its  service.  That  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engi- 
neers is  bound  by  secret  obligations  to  withdraw  from  the 
service  of  railroad  companies  in  a  body,  causing  great  dam- 
age.   Fifth.  That  he  should  be  at  full  liberty  to  select  the 
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best  men  and  means  of  managing  the  business,  without  re- 
gard to  organizations  of  any  kind.  That  his  superintend- 
ent has  prepared  a  proper  schedule  of  wages  and  conditions 
for  the  employment  of  engineers  and  firemen,  a  copy  of 
which  is  attached.  Sixth.  If  he  should  contract  with  the 
brotherhood,  it  would  be  holding  out  a  premium  for  his  em- 
ployes to  become  members  of  that  order,  which  respondent 
states  is  not  to  the  interest  of  his  trust  That  the  brother- 
hood renders  it  impossible  for  the  officers  of  the  rulroad  to 
c<Hne  into  direct  contact  with  the  employes,  and  prevents 
such  free  intercourse  as  is  necessary  to  good  and  efficient 
service.  That  no  contracts  have  been  entered  into  with  the 
Order  of  Railway  Conductors  and  the  Brotherhood  of  Lo- 
comotive Firemen,  and  that  he  has  had  no  difficulty  with 
the  conductors  and  firemen.  He  denies  that  it  is  usual  and 
customary  for  railroad  companies  of  the  United  States  to 
make  sach  contracts  with  the  Brotherhood  of  LoccHuotive 
Engineers. 

It  will  be  observed  that  much  of  the  receiver's  answer  is 
an  argument  against  the  propriety  and  policy  of  contracts 
of  any  character  between  the  officers  of  railway  corporations 
and  tlie  representatives  of  labor  organizations.  The  gravity 
and  importance  of  the  considerations  thus  presented  are  ex- 
ceedingly great.  The  control,  under  any  circumstances,  by 
the  courts,  of  contracts  between  representatives  of  the  im- 
mense values  invested  with  corporations  engaged  in  the 
public  duty  of  transportation,  and  the  laborers  employed  in 
the  same  service,  will  doubtless  appear  to  many  as  novel  and 
dangerous.  It  is  well,  however,  to  consider  if  a  proper  pro- 
vision, by  appeal  to  the  courts,  in  the  frequent  and  destruc- 
tive conflicts  between  organized  capital  and  organized  labor 
will  not  afford  the  simplest,  most  satisfactory  and  effective 
method  for  the  settlement  of  such  controversies.  Is  it  not 
the  only  method  by  which  the  public,  and,  indeed,  the  parties 
themselves,  can  be  protected  from  the  inevitable  hardship 
and  loss  which  all  must  endure  from  the  frequently  recurring 
strikes! 

It  will  not  be  wise  for  those  engaged  with  the  maintenance 
of  public  order  to  ignore  the  immensity  of  the  changes  in 
the  relations  of  the  employing  and  the  employed  claoooa, 
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occasioned  by  the  phe-  [168]  nomenal  deyelopment  of  com- 
merce and  tJie  prevalence  of  labor  organizations.  We  are 
in  this  case  directly  concerned  with  a  corporation  and 
a  labor  organization,  and  both  engaged  in  railway  trans- 
portation; and  in  this  department  of  industry  it  is  reported 
by  the  interstate  commerce  commission  that  there  is  invested, 
in  the  United  States  $9,829,475,015,  or  nearly  eight  times 
the  entire  national  debt  of  the  country.  Last  year  the  rail- 
roads transported  530,000,000  passengers,  or  more  than  eight 
times  the  entire  population  of  the  United  States.  The  oper- 
atives employed  by  them  number  784,000,  and  it  is  no  trifling 
testimony  to  the  faithfulness  and  efficiency  of  this  mi^ty 
army  of  railroad  employes  that  of  the  vast  population  trans- 
ported under  their  care  only  293,  or  less  than  one  twenty- 
thousandth  of  1  per  cent  lost  their  lives.  It  is,  moreover, 
true  that  no  operatives  of  a  railroad  more  than  locomotive 
engineers  are  charged  with  the  preservation  of  life  and  prop- 
erty, and  when  we  are  advised  by  the  proof  that  32,000  of 
the  locomotive  engineers  of  the  United  States,  more  than 
80  per  cent.,  belong  to  the  brotherhood,  it  is  difficult  to 
believe  that  their  membership  lessens  efficiency  to  employers 
or  fidelity  to  their  supreme  duty  to  the  public.  But  whether 
these  facts  and  other  facts  equally  significant  will  justify 
judicial  control  of  contracts  essential  to  the  uninterrupted 
transportation  of  the  country,  in  which  the  public  is  so 
vitally  concerned,  it  is  clear  that  where  the  property  of 
railway  or  other  corporations  is  being  administered  by  a  re- 
ceiver, under  the  superintending  power  of  a  court  of  equity, 
it  is  competent  for  a  court  to  adjust  difficulties  between  the 
receiver  and  his  employes,  which,  in  the  absence  of  such  ad- 
justment, would  tend  to  injure  the  property  and  to  defeat 
the  purpose  of  the  receivership.  Indeed,  the  power  of  the 
court  to  direct  a  contract  between  its  officers  does  not  appear 
to  be  questioned.  The  power  of  the  court  has  always,  on 
proper  occasions,  been  exercised  to  protect  the  properties 
from  the  damaging  and  unlawful  results  of  a  strike  of 
the  laborers  in  its  employ. 
In  the  case  of  The  Telegraphers  v.  Corner^  (decided  at 

^  Not  reported,  as  the  present  case  is  controHlng  on  the  questions  in 
lasuA. 
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tbis  term,)  while  this  court,  as  above  stated,  was  prevented 
by  their  own  conduct  from  according  to  the  petitioners  the 
practical  relief  they  sought,  they  were  enjoined  from  any 
interference  with  the  property,  operations,  or  employes  of 
the  receiver,  and  rules  were  issued  against  individuals  who 
were  charged  with  such  interference.  In  Be  Biggins,  27 
Fed,  Bep.  444,  the  learned  circuit  judge  of  this  circuit,  the 
Honorable  Don  A.  Pardee,  declared : 

**  It  is  well-settled  law  that  whoever  willfiilly  interferes  with  prop- 
erty in  the  possession  of  a  court  is  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  that  court, 
and  I  regard  it  as  equally  well  settled  that  whoever  unlawfully 
interferes  with  oflBcers  and  agents  of  the  court,  in  the  full  and  complete 
possession  and  management  of  the  property  in  the  custody  of  the 
court,  is  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  court,  and  it  is  immaterial  whether 
this  unlawful  interference  comes  in  tlie  way  of  actual  violence  or 
by  intimidation  and  threats.  The  employes  of  the  receiver,  although 
i»ro  liac  vice  officers  of  the  court,  may  quit  their  employment,  as  can 
employes  of  private  parties  or  corporations,  provided  they  do  not 
thereby  intentionaUy  disable  the  property ;  but  they  must  quit  peace- 
ably and  decently.  Where  they  combine  and  conspire  to  quit,  with 
*  or  without  notice,  with  the  [164]  object  and  intuit  of  crippling  the 
property  or  its  operation,  I  have  no  doubt  that  they  thereby  commit 
a  contempt ;  and  all  those  who  combine  and  conspire  with  employes  to 
thus  quit,  or,  as  officials  of  labor  organizations,  issue  printed  orders 
to  quit,  or  to  strike,  with  an  intent  to  embarrass  the  court  in  admlnis- 
teiring  the  property,  render  themselves  liable  for  contempt  of  court" 

Certainly,  it  follows,  then,  that  it  is  in  the  power  of  the 
court,  in  the  interest  of  public  order,  and  for  the  protection 
of  the  property  under  its  control,  to  direct  a  suitable  arrange- 
ment with  its  employes  or  officers,  to  provide  compensation 
and  conditions  of  their  employment,  and  to  avoid,  if  possible, 
an  interruption  of  their  labor  and  duty,  which  will  be  dis- 
astrous to  the  trust  and  injurious  to  the  public.  There  is  no 
reason  why  the  receivership,  in  this  respect,  should  be  con- 
ducted in  a  manner  differing  from  the  large  preponderance 
of  the  successful  and  prosperous  railroads  of  the  country. 
It  appears  from  the  proof  that  about  90  per  cent,  of  the  rail- 
roads of  the  United  States  make  contracts  or  schedules  of 
rates  and  regulations  for  the  employment  of  their  operatives, 
which  are  agreed  to  by  the  representatives  of  both  parties. 
We  are  satisfied  from  these  facts  that  such  arrangements, 
under  proper  restrictions,  are  praiseworthy  and  beneficial  to 
both  parties,  and  we  therefore  shall  not  longer  hesitate  to 
direct  the  receiver  to  enter  into  an  appropriate  contract  or 
schedule  of  rates  and  regulations  with  the  engineers.    This 
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contract,  however,  will  not  be  restricted  to  members  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers,  although  membership 
of  that  order  is  and  will  be  no  disqualification  to  service  on 
i*ailroads  under  the  control  of  this  court  so  long  as  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  order  are  treated  as  subordinate  to 
the  law  of  the  land.  The  contract  will  comprehend  all  engi- 
neers employed  by  the  receiver,  whether  members  or  non- 
members  of  the  brotherhood. 

This  brings  us  to  the*  consideration — First,  what  is  an  ap- 
propriate contract;  and,  second,  whether  there  is  anything  in 
the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  brotherhood  and  its  relations 
to  these  properties  which  id  inconsistent  with  the  law,  and 
which  would  make  it  improper  for  the  oourt  to  place  its  re- 
ceiver in  a  position  where,  in  his  exigent  duty  to  carry  on  the 
business  of  transportation,  for  which  the  railroad  was  char- 
tered by  the  state,  he  may  find  himself  in  the  power  of  an 
organized  body  of  his  operatives  who  will  be  able  to  paralyze 
the  operations  of  the  properties.  The  appropriateness  of  the 
contract  depends  solely  upon  the  arrangement  of  details. 
There  is  no  difference  between  the  engineers  and  the  receiver 
upon  the  question  of  compensation.  There  is  an  apparent 
dispute  about  the  effect  of  seniority  of  service  of  an  engineer 
as  affecting  promotion.  The  court  will  provide,  however, 
that,  where  merit  and  ability  are  equal,  seniority  of  service 
shall  prevail,  and  will  arrange  a  fair  tribunal  for  the  purpose 
of  testing  the  merit  and  ability  of  various  candidates  for  pro- 
motion, with  the  privilege  of  either  party  in  cases  not  recon- 
cilable to  appeal  to  the  court.  There  are  other  instances  of 
minor  disagreement  which  the  court  will  take  time  to  adjust 
and  to  perfect  the  agreement. 

We  have  noted  with  gratification  the  repeated  statements 
made  in  judicio  by  the  engineers  and  their  counsel  that  they 
will  accept  [156]  as  final  and  satisfactory  of  every  difference 
the  conclusion  and  decision  of  the  court  The  receiver  has 
also  expressed  more  than  once  his  purpose  to  abide  the  deci- 
sion. This  submission,  so  unlike  the  violent  and  irrational 
course  pursued  by  either  party,  as  their  interests  might 
prompt,  and  without  the  slightest  regard  to  the  rights  of  the 
public,  in  many  conflicts  between  what  are  popularly  called 
^capital  and  labor,"  is  considerate,  judicious,  and  strongly 
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argues  that  the  engineers  who  are  before  the  court  are  good 
eitizens,— indeed,  patriots  who  respect  and  confide  in  the 
constituted  authorities  of  their  country.  Fortunate  will  it 
be  for  our  country  if  future  differences  of  a  similar  character 
may  be  settled  by  a  method  so  simple  and  so  safe.  This  sub- 
mission of  the  engineers  applies  as  weU  to  the  remaining  and 
most  important  difference  between  the  parties,  and  that  is 
the  effect  upon  the  duty  to  the  court  and  to  the  property  of 
the  rule  of  the  brotherhood,  which  is  understood  by  the  court 
to  be  as  follows: 

**  (12)  That  hereafter  when  an  lasne  has  been  soBtalned  by  the 
grand  chief  and  carried  Into  effect  by  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive 
Engineers,  it  shall  be  recognized  as  a  violation  of  the  obligations  if 
a  member  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  who  may  be 
employed  on  a  railroad  nm  in  connection  with  or  adjacent  to  said  road 
to  handle  the  property  belonging  to  said  railroad  or  system  in  any  way 
that  may  benefit  said  company  with  which  the  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Bngineers  are  at  issue,  until  the  grievances  or  issues  of  differ- 
ence of  any  nature  or  kind  have  been  amicably  settled." 

This  rule  is  understood  to  have  been  adopted  by  the  broth- 
erhood in  Denver  three  years  ago.  In  his  testimony,  Mr. 
A.  B.  Youngson,  the  assistant  chief  engineer,  frankly  ad- 
mitted that  the  effect  of  this  rule,  as  applied  to  the  prop- 
erties in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  and  the  engineers  in  his 
employ,  would  be  as  follows:  If,  in  the  pursuance  of  the 
business  of  a  common  carrier,  with  which  the  receiver  is 
charged,  it  should  become  necessary  to  convey  over  the  lines 
of  the  Central  Bailroad  a  car  belonging  to  a  railroad  com- 
pany on  which  there  was  a  strike  of  the  engineers,  that  it 
would  be  the  duty  of  the  brotherhood  men  in  the  employ  of 
the  receiver  to  refuse  to  haul  the  train  containing  such  car, 
and,  if  the  officers  of  the  road  insisted  that  the  car  should  pro- 
ceed, loyalty  to  the  brotherhood  required  that  the  engineer 
should  at  once  resign  his  station,  and  abandon  his  duty.  He 
might,  he  stated,  if  he  thought  proper,  carry  the  train  to 
the  terminal  point 

An  illustration  of  the  effect  of  this  rule  is  afforded  by  the 
evidence.  A  strike  was  recently  pending  on  the  Savannah, 
Americus  &  Montgomery  Bailroad,  which  runs  in  connection 
with  and  is  adjacent  to  the  Central.  Engineer  Arden  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers,  in  the  employ  of  the 
ios7o*»— a  Doc  111,  ea-1,  vol  i — e 
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receiver,  was  directed  to  carry  a  car  of  the  Savannah,  Amer- 
icus  &  Montgomery  road  between  two  stations  on  the  Central 
Baikoad.  He  dedined  to  do  so,  and  was  at  once  discharged. 
A  committee  of  the  brotherhood  have  insisted  on  his  rein- 
statement This  the  receiver  has  refused,  and  it  is  certain 
that  but  for  the  pendency  of  the  proceedings  now  under 
consideration  by  the  court,  there  would  be,  as  a  result  of  En- 
gineer Arden's  construction  of  his  duty,  and  the  receiver's 
action,  a  strike  of  the  [156]  engineers  upon  every  line 
of  the  Central,  with  all  the  calamitous  results  to  the  public, 
to  the  road,  and  to  the  engineers  which  would  inevitably 
ensue.  The  receiver  relies  upon  this  as  the  main  and  con- 
trolling reason  why  he  should  not  be  required  to  enter  into  a 
contract  with  the  brotherhood,  when  this  rule  12  will  neces- 
sarily be  written  into  the  contract.  Now,  there  can  be  not  a 
doubt  that  this  rule  of  the  brotherhood  is  in  direct  and  posi- 
tive violation  of  the  laws  of  the  land,  and  no  court,  state  or 
federal,  could  hesitate  for  a  moment  so  to  declare  it. 

It  is  plainly  a  rule  or  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce.  Section  1  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,  known  as  the 
*•  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Iaw,"  provides : 

"  Every  contract,  combination  in  tbe  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states, 
or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal.  Every  person 
who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such  combination 
or  conspiracy  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  con- 
viction thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $5,000.  or  by 
imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  such  punishments,  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court" 

Section  7  of  the  act  of  February  4, 1887,  entitled  "An  act 
to  regulate  commerce,"  provides — 

"  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  common  carrier,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  act,  to  enter  into  any  combination,  contract,  or  agree- 
ment, expressed  or  implied,  to  prevent,  by  change  of  time  schedule,  car- . 
riage  in  different  cars,  or  by  other  means  or  devices,  the  carriage  of 
freights  from  being  continuous  from  the  place  of  shipment  to  the 
place  of  destination;  and  no  break  of  bulk,  stoppage,  or  interrup- 
ti<m  made  by  such  common  carrier  shall  prevent  the  carriage  of 
freights  from  being,  and  being  treated  as,  one  continuous  carriage 
from  the  place  of  shipment  to  the  place  of  destination,  unless  such 
break,  stoppage,  or  interruption  was  made  in  good  faith  for  some  nec- 
essary purpose,  and  without  any  intent  to  avoid  or  unnecessarily 
Interrupt  such  continuous  carriage,  or  to  evade  any  of  the  provisions 
of  this  Actr 
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Section  8  of  the  same  provide 


"  That  in  case  any  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
act  sluUl  do,  cause  to  be  done,  or  permit  to  be  done  any  act,  matter,  or 
thing  in  this  act  prohibited  or  declared  to  be  unlawfal,  or  shall  omit 
to  do  any  act,  matter,  or  thing  In  this  act  required  to  be  done,  such 
common  carrier  shall  be  liable  to  the  person  or  persons  injured  ther^y 
for  the  full  amount  of  damages  sustained  in  consequence  of  any  such 
TlolatloD  of  the  provisions  of  this  act,  together  with  a  reasonable 
counsel  or  attorney's  fee,  to  be  fixed  by  the  court  in  every  case  of  re- 
covery, which  attorney's  fee  shall  be  taxed  and  collected  as  a  part  of 
the  costs  in  the  case." 

This  is  the  interstate  commerce  law,  and,  as  amended  by 
the  act  of  congress  of  March  2, 1889,  provides: 

"  Sec.  8  (a)  Undue  Preference.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
common  carrier,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  to  make  or  give 
any  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantage  to  any  particular 
person,  company,  firm,  corporation  or  locality,  or  any  particular  de- 
Ecriptlon  of  traflSc  in  any  respect  whatsoever,  or  to  subject  any  particu- 
lar person,  company,  firm,  corporation,  or  locality,  or  any  particular 
description  of  traffic,  to  any  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disad- 
vantage in  any  respect  whatsoever,  (b)  Facilities  for  Interchange  of 
Trafllc  Bvery  conunon  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  act 
shall,  according  to  their  respective  powers,  afford  all  reasonable, 
proper,  and  equal  facilities  for  the  Interchange  of  traffic  between  their 
respective  lines,  and  for  the  receiving,  forwarding,  and  delivering  of 
(lassengers  and  property  to  and  from  th^r  several  lines  and  those  con- 
necting therewith,  [157]  and  shall  not  discriminate  In  their  rates 
and  charges  t>etween  such  connecting  lines ;  but  this  shall  not  be  con- 
strued as  requiring  any  such  common  carrier  to  give  the  use  of  Its 
tracks  or  terminal  facilities  to  another  carrier  engaged  in  like  busi- 
ness." 

'*  See.  lO.  Penalties  for  Violation  of  the  Act  That  any  common 
carrier,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  or,  whenever  such  com- 
mon carrier  is  a  corporation,  any  director  or  officer  thereof,  or  any 
receiver,  trustee,  lessee,  agent,  or  person  acting  for  or  employed  by 
such  corporation,  who  alone  or  with  any  other  corporation,  company, 
person,  or  party,  shall  willfully  do  or  cause  to  be  done,  or  shall 
wUlin^y  suffer  or  permit  to  be  done,  any  act,  matter  or  thing  in 
this  act  prohibited  or  declared  to  be  unlawful,  or  who  shall  aid  or 
abet  therein,  or  who  shall  willfully  omit  or  fail  to  do  any  act,  matter, 
or  thing  in  this  act  required  to  be  done,  or  shall  cause  or  willfully 
suffer  or  permit  any  act,  matter,  or  thing  so  directed  or  required 
by  this  act  to  be  done,  not  to  be  so  done,  or  shall  aid  or  abet  any 
such  omission  or  failure,  or  shall  be  guilty  of  any  infraction  of  this 
act,  or  shall  aid  or  abet  therein,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor, and  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof  in  any  district  court 
of  the  United  States  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  which  such  offense 
was  committed,  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  to  exceed  $5,000  for  each 
offense:  provided  that,  if  the  offense  for  which  any  person  shall 
be  convicted  as  afbreeaid  shall  be  an  unlawful  discrimination  in 
rates,  fares,  or  charges  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  prop- 
erty, such  person  shall,  in  addition  to  the  fine  hereinbefore  provided 
for^  be  liable  to  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary  for  a  term  of  not  ex- 
ceeding two  years,  or  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment,  in  the  dis- 
eretlon  of  the  court" 
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The  laws  of  the  United  States  (section  6440  of  the  Bevised 

Statutes)  provide: 

*'If  two  or  more  persons  conspire  eitlier  to  commit  any  offense 
against  the  United  States  or  to  defraud  the  United  States  In  any 
manner  or  for  any  purpose,  and  one  or  more  of  such  parties  do  any 
act  to  effect  the  object  of  conspiracy,  all  the  parties  to  such  con- 
spiracy shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  not  lesss  than  one  thousand 
dollars,  and  not  more  than  ten  thousand  dollars,  and  to  imprisonment 
not  more  than  two  years." 

C!onstruing  these  several  enactments  together,  it  will  be 
seen  that  a  combination  of  persons,  without  regard  to  their 
occupation,  which  will  have  the  effect  to  defeat  the  provisions 
of  the  interstate  commerce  law  inhibiting  discriminations 
in  the  transportation  of  freight  and  passengers,  and  further 
to  restrain  the  trade  and  commerce  of  the  country,  will  be 
obnoxious  to  severe  penalties.  This  will  apply  with  even 
greater  force  to  persons  in  the  employ  of  the  railroads  con- 
cerned. 

Now,  it  is  true  that  in  any  conceivable  strike  upon  the 
transportation  lines  of  this  country,  whether  main  lines  or 
branch  roads,  there  will  be  interference  with  and  restraint 
of  interstate  or  foreign  conmierce.  This  will  be  true  also 
of  strikes  upon  telegraph  lines,  for  the  exchange  of  tele- 
graphic messages  between  people  of  different  states  in  in- 
terstate conunerce.  In  the  presence  of  these  statutes,  which 
we  have  recited,  and  in  view  of  the  intimate  interchange  of 
conunodities  between  people  of  several  states  of  the  Union, 
it  will  be  practically  impossible  hereafter  for  a  body  of 
men  to  combine  to  hinder  and  delay  the  work  of  the  trans- 
portation company  without  becoming  amenable  to  the  pro- 
visions of  these  statutes.  And  a  combination  or  agreement 
of  railroad  officials  or  other  representative  of  capital,  with 
the  same  effect,  will  be  equally  under  the  ban  of  the  penal 
statutes.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  a  strike,  or  "  boycott," 
as  it  is  popularly  called,  if  it  was  ever  effective,  can  be  so 
[168]  no  longer.  Organized  labor,  when  injustice  has  been 
done  or  threatened  to  its  membership,  will  find  its  useful 
and  valuable  mission  in  presenting  to  the  courts  of  the 
country  a  strong  and  resolute  protest  and  a  petition  for 
redress  against  unlawful  trusts  and  combinations  which 
would  do  unlawful  wrong  to  it    Its  membership  need  not 
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doubt  that  their  counsel  will  be  heard,  nor  that  speedy  and 
exact  justice  will  be  administered  wherever  the  courts  have 
jurisdiction.  It  will  follow,  therefore,  that  in  all  such  con- 
troversies it  will  be  competent,  as  we  have  done  in  this  case, 
for  the  courts  to  preserve  the  rights  of  the  operatives,  to 
spare  them  hardship,  and  at  the  same  time  to  spare  to  the 
public  the  unmerited  hardship  which  it  has  suffered  from 
such  conflicts  in  the  past.  It  will  be  also  found  that  by 
such  methods  organized  labor  will  be  spared  much  of  the 
antagonism  it  now  encounters,  and  in  its  appeal  to  the  courts 
it  will  have  the  sympathy  of  thousands,  where,  in  its  strikes, 
it  has  their  opposition  and  resentment 

But,  if  there  were  no  statutory  enactments  upon  the  sub- 
ject, no  court  of  equity  could  justifiably  direct  its  receiver 
to  enter  into  a  contract  with  a  body  of  men  who  hold  them- 
selves bound  to  repudiate  their  contract,  and  disregard  a 
grave  public  duty,  because  of  real  or  alleged  grievances, 
which  some  other  person  or  corporation,  not  a  party  to  the 
contract,  inflicts  or  is  alleged  to  inflict,  not  upon  a  party  to 
the  contract,  but  upon  somebody  else.  To  compel  the  re- 
ceiver to  do  this  would  be  monstrous.  The  receiver  may  be 
wholly  just,  considerate,  humane,  and  even  indulgent,  to  the 
engineers  in  his  employ.  They  may,  with  reason,  regard 
him  not  only  as  their  Idndly  employer,  but  as  their  friend. 
The  people  of  Georgia  may  have  afforded  to  them  every 
needed  evidence  of  sympa^y;  the  compensation  may  be 
ample;  their  future  as  bright  as  possible  for  intelligent, 
energetic,  and  courageous  manhood;  and  yet,  because  of  a 
difficulty  with  or  without  cause  which  originates  in  Maine 
or  Minnesota,  they  will  abandon  the  service  of  their  kind  em- 
ployer, and  forego  the  realization  of  their  own  hopeful  an- 
ticipations, and  bring  dismay,  and  it  may  be  ruin,  upon  the 
kindly  and  sympathetic  people  among  whom  the^  Uve. 
This  is  almost  the  inevitable  consequence  of  this  rule.  It 
is  in  evidence,  and  is  generally  known,  that  almost  the  entire 
business  of  transportation  of  freight  is  carried  on  in  cars 
which,  without  breaking  the  bulk  of  their  freight,  are  for- 
warded from  one  railroad  to  another.  This  is  an  absolute 
necessity.  The  interests  of  the  public  and  the  economies 
of  dieap  and  rapid  transit  demand  it.    There  are  1,200,000 
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cars  upon  the  railroads  of  the  United  States.  There  are 
168,400  miles  of  railroad,  or  more  than  seven  cars  per  mile. 

The  Central  Railroad,  according  to  the  recent  report  of 
the  superintendent,  has  less  than  two  cars  per  mile.  It  is 
therefore  indispensable  that  it  should  use  the  cars  of  other 
lines;  but,  if  it  were  otherwise,  it  would  be  impossible,  under 
the  present  system,  to  deny  to  the  cars  and  freight  of  other 
lines  transit  over  the  lines  of  the  Central  without  violation 
of  the  law.  The  receiver  cannot  violate  the  law,  and  the  en- 
gineers cannot  compel  him  to  do  so  without  themselves  be- 
coming obnoxious  to  the  criminal  statutes.  And  the  court 
[169]  does  not  doubt,  from  their  bearing  and  testimony  in 
the  case,  that  they  only  need  to  be  nd vised  of  these  facts, 
when  they  will  immediately  recede  from  the  unlawful  and 
most  dangerous  attitude  in  which  this  rule  has  placed  them. 
It  is,  indeed,  a  rule  which,  more  than  all  others,  has  given 
strength  and  comfort  to  the  enemies  of  organized  labor. 

It  is  true,  however,  that  the  learned  counsel  for  the  peti- 
tioners, when  his  attention  had  been  called  by  the  court  to 
the  insuperable  diiBculty  in  the  way  of  a  mutually  beneficial 
contract  presented  by  this  rule,  while  insisting  that  it  ought 
not  to  stand  in  the  way  of  a  contract,  hastened  to  afford  ad- 
ditional evidence  of  the  good  faith  of  his  clients,  by  stating 
unreservedly  that  upon  this,  as  upon  all  subjects,  they  were 
willing  and  anxious  to  take  the  direction  of  tibe  court  This 
declaration  is  authoritative,  and  the  court  will  act  upon  it 
It  is  binding  upon  the  engineers  of  the  brotherhood,  who 
are  oiBcers  of  the  receiver,  and  who  were  represc^nted  by  the 
committee  and  their  assistant  chief  engineer,  Mr.  Youngson, 
all  of  whom  were  in  the  presence  of  the  court  when  it  was 
made.  It  is  accepted  as  made  in  good  faith,  and  as  a  condi- 
tion of  the  contract  which  the  court  will  direct  the  receiver 
to  maSe.  While,  therefore,  any  engineer  may,  at  any  time, 
exercise  his  right  as  an  individual  to  leave  the  services  of 
the  receiver,  he  may  not  do  so  in  such  manner  as  to  injure 
the  properties  or  impede  its  proper  management 

In  case  of  any  issue  with  the  management  in  which  the 
brotherhood  or  its  members  are  concerned,  and  the  members 
in  the  employ  of  the  receiver  shall  desire  to  leave  his  services, 
in  a  body  or  otherwise,  in  such  manner  as  may  in  any  way 
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impede  the  operations  of  the  road,  they  will  be  required  to 
do  so  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  to  the  court  may  seem 
proper  for  the  protection  of  the  interest  of  the  property  and 
the  maintenance  of  justice  and  fair  play  to  all  concerned. 
In  the  mean  time  the  old  contract  will  remain  in  force,  al- 
ways under  the  general  operation  of  this  decision  with  refer- 
ence to  rule  12  of  the  brotherhood,  until  the  terms  of  the  new 
contract  are  definitely  settled  by  the  court;  and  it  will  be 
specially  directed  that  no  engineer  or  other  person  in  the 
employ  of  the  Central  Bailroad  shall  be  discharged  or  in  any 
way  injured  in  his  station  on  account  of  this  proceeding,  or 
any  step  taken  in  regard  to  its  inception  or  advocacy. 


[605]  UNITED  STATES  v.  PATTERSON  ET  AK« 
(Circuit  Ckmrt,  D.  Massachusetts.    February  28,  1S08.) 
[66  Fed.,  006.1 

IfOROFOUXS — ^INDXOTICSNT — OONBPIBiLOT — AOT  JULT  2»  1890. — St  U.   B. 

1800,  c.  047,  declares  Illegal  contracts,  combinations,  or  conspiracies 
in  restraint  of  trade,  and  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  for  any  pwson  to. 
make  or  engage  in  tliem,  or  to  monopolize,  or  attempt  or  conspire 
with  others  to  monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations.  JSTeltf,  that  in  an  indict- 
ment under  this  chapter  It  is  not  sniBcient  to  declare  in  the  words 
of  the  statute,  but  the  means  whereby  it  is  sought  to  monopolise 
the  market  must  l>e  set  out,  so  as  to  enable  the  court  to  see  that 
they  are  ill^^l.^ 

Same. — Allegations  of  what  was  done  in  pursuance  oi  an  alleged  con- 
spiracy are  irreierant  in  an  indictment  under  this  statute,  and  are 
of  no  avail  either  to  enlarge  or  to  take  the  place  of  the  necessary 
allegations  as  to  the  elements  of  the  offense. 

Same — Scope  or  the  Statute. — ^The  words  "  trade  and  commerce,"  as 
used  in  the  act,  are  synonymous.  The  use  of  both  terms  in  the 
first  section  does  not  enlarge  the  meaning  of  the  statate  beyond  that 
employed  in  the  common-law  expression,  **  contract  in  restraint  of 
trade,"  as  they  are  analogous  to  the  word  **  monopolise,"  used  in 
the  second  section  of  the  act  This  word  is  tlie  basis  and  limitation 
of  the  statute,  and  hence  an  indictment  must  show  a  conspiracy  in 
restraint  by  engrossing  or  monopolising  or  grasping  tlie  market 

•  Rehearing  <»  general  demurrer  granted  and  demurrer  oTerruled 
(»  Fed.,  280).    See  p.  244. 

^filyllahas,  statsment  of  the  ease^  and  abstracts  of  arguments  copy- 
righted, 1808t  tqr  West  Publishing  Oo. 
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It  is  not  sufficient  simply  to  allege  a  purpose  to  drfye  certain  com- 
petitors out  of  the  field  by  violence,  annoyance,  intimidation,  or 
otherwise^ 
Same — Acts  of  Violence. — Where  counts  In  such  indictment  allege 
a  purix>8e  of  engrossing  or  monopolizing  the  entire  trade  in  ques- 
tion, acts  of  violence  and  intimidation  may  be  alleged  as  the  means 
to  accomplish  the  general  purpose. 

At  Law.  Indictment  in  18  counts  against  John  H.  Patter- 
son and  others  for  violating  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,  entitled 
''An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies,"  (26  St  p,  209,  c.  647.)  Heard 
on  demurrer  to  the  indictment  Judgment  overruling  the 
demurrer  as  to  counts  4,  9,  14,  and  18,  and  sustaining  it  as 
to  the  others. 

The  sections  of  the  statute  immediately  in  question  here 
are  the  following: 

[OOG]  "  Section  1.  Every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust 
or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
illegaL 

"Sec  2.  Every  person  wlx>  sbaU  monopolisse,  or  attempt  to  mo- 
nopolize, or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons 
to  monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mlsde- 
meiinor,  and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not 
exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding 
one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court*! 

The  first  ten  counts  of  the  indictment  are  for  engaging 
in  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  several  states  in  violation  of  the  first  section  of  the  act 
The  last  eight  counts  are  for  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  a 
part  of  the  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states, 
in  violation  of  the  second  section  of  the  act 

The  first  half  of  each  set  of  counts  allege  the  conspiracy, 
setting  forth  the  means  with  various  degrees  of  particularity, 

•  See,  however,  the  case  of  V.  8.  v.  Worklnffmen'9  AmnOgamateA 
Oounca  of  Hew  Orleans,  64  Fed.  Rep.  99i,  decided  in  the  circuit  court 
for  the  eastern  district  of  Louisiana  by  Judge  BilUngs,  March  2S, 
1803,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  statute  included  comblnationB  of 
workmen,  who,  by  means  of  a  strike,  combined  with  ttueata*  Intimi- 
dations, and  violence,  caused  a  cessation  of  business,  whidi  resoltBd 
In  ddaying,  interrupting,  and  rsstrainlng  interstate  and  taefgn 
oommerca 
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but  without  alleging  overt  acts.  The  second  half  ^f  each 
set  repeat  the  allegations  of  the  iSrst  half,  adding  also  allega- 
tions of  overt  acts. 

In  all  the  counts  the  conspiracy  charged  is  described  as 
being  a  conspiracy,  (in  the  first  set  of  counts  in  restraint  of 
trade,  and  in  the  second  set  of  counts  to  monopolize  trade,) 
not  by  means  of  any  contract  or  combination  operating  upon 
the  parties  to  the  conspiracy  themselves,  but  by  means  of 
destroying  or  preventing  the  trade  of  others;  so  that  the 
trade  to  be  restrained  was  other  people's  trade,  and  the  mo- 
nopoly sought  was  to  be  secured  by  driving  other  people  out 
of  business. 

The  first  count  of  each  set  charges  that  the  object  of 
conspiracy  was  to  accomplish  this  end  by  fraud  and  mis- 
representation, deceit,  threats,  intimidation,  obstruction,  and 
molestation,  and  other  unlawful,  oppressive,  and  vexatious 
means;  the  second  charges  that  it  was  to  be  attained  by  pre- 
venting other  persons  from  carrying  on  business;  the  third, 
that  it  was  to  be  attained  by  preventing  others  from  engaging 
in  business  by  means  of  threats,  intimidation,  etc. ;  the  fourth, 
that  it  was  to  be  attained  by  preventing  others  from  car- 
rying on  business  by  means  of  harassing  and  intimidat- 
ing omipetitors,  by  threatening  them,  by  causing  them 
and  their  agents  to  be  assaulted  and  injured,  by  inducing 
their  agents  and  employes  to  leave  their  employment,  by 
employing  spies  to  obtain  knowledge  of  their  business  secrets, 
by  haraRHJng  and  intimidating  purchasers,  by  inducing  pur- 
chasers to  break  their  contracts  and  refuse  to  pay  sums  ow- 
ing to  OMnpetitors,  by  agreeing  to  maintain  and  maintaining 
persons  so  refusing  to  pay  in  the  defense  of  suits  against 
them,  by  delaying  and  impeding  the  progress  of  suits,  by 
threatening  prospective  purchasers  with  annoyance,  moles- 
tation, and  injury  in  the  event  of  their  purchasing  from 
c(Mnpetitors,  by  causing  persons  to  call  upon  such  purchasers 
repeatedly  and  unnecessarily  to  occupy  their  time,  and  dis- 
suading and  persuading  them  from  buying  from  comp^- 
tors,  by  causing  great  numbers  of  vexatious  and  oppresave 
actions  for  the  infringement  of  patents  to  be  brought  against 
such  [607]  purchasers,  by  threatening  intending  purchasers 
from  competitors  with  suits  for  infringement  of  patents,  and 
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Uiereby,  and  by  other  similar  means,  making  it  impossible 
for  competitors  to  continue  business;  the  fifth  count  of  the 
first  set  gives  the  names  of  certain  competitors  who  are  en- 
gaged in  interstate  trade,  and  sets  forth  with  still  greater 
particularity  the  means  by  which  it  was  the  object  of  the 
conspiracy  to  destroy  the  business  of  those  competitors. 

Frank  D.  AUen^  United  States  attorney. 

FIB8T. 

Meaning  of  the  Act. 

In  Heydon'B  Case,  8  Coke,  7,  the  barons  of  the  exchequer  lay  down 
the  following  rules :  "  For  the  sure  and  true  interpretation  of  statutes 
in  general,  be  they  penal  or  beneficial,  restrictlTe  or  enlarging  of  the 
common  law,  four  things  are  to  be  discerned  and  considered:  (1) 
What  was  the  common  law  before  the  making  of  the  act?  (2)  What 
was  the  mischief  and  effect  against  which  tiie  common  law  did  not 
provide?  (8)  What  remedy  the  parliament  hath  resolved  and  ap- 
pointed to  cure  the  disease  of  the  commonwealth,  and  (4)  the  true 
reason  of  the  remedy." 

These  questions  will  be  discussed  in  their  order  as  relating  to  the 
statute  now  under  consideration. 

(a)  state  of  the  law  before  the  passing  of  the  act. 

Two  questions  naturally  present  themselves  here:  (1)  What  was 
the  common  law  in  regard  to  the  subject-matter  of  tiie  statute?  and 
(2)  what  was  the  relation  of  the  United  States  government  and  of  the 
United  States  courts  to  that  law? 

The  terms  In  the  statute  which  naturally  call  for  comment  in  this 
case,  are  the  following:  (a)  " CJontract,"  (b)  "combination,**  (c) 
••conspiracy,"  (d)  "restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,"  (e)  "trade  or 
commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,*'  (f) 
"  monopolize." 

(a)  "Ck>ntract"  The  meaning  of  this  word  is  elementary,  and  it 
is  not  necessary  to  discuss  it,  except  in  connection  with  the  following 
words,  "  in  restraint  of  trade.** 

(b)  "  Combination.'*  This  word  is  used  in  the  statute  in  a  broader 
sense  than  the  words  "  contract  **  on  the  one  hand  and  "  conspiracy  ** 
on  the  other.  It  has  no  technical,  legal  signification ;  and  the  words, 
"  combination  in  the  fbrm  of  trust  or  otherwise,**  are  intended  to  cover 
broadly  any  sort  of  a  union  of  different  persons,  even  though  such 
union  may  not  be  sufficient  to  answer  to  the  technical  term  "con- 
spiracy," and  may  not  include  a  binding  contract  As  modified  by  the 
subsequent  words,  ''in  restraint  of  trade,'*  it  refers  to  that  class  of 
cases  where  there  is  no  binding  contract,  and  perhaps  includes  certain 
cases  in  which  there  are  no  legal  means  contemplated  so  as  to  make 
it  a  conspiracy,  and  no  sufficient  union  or  agreement  to  make  either 
a  monopoly  or  a  contract 

(c)  "  Ck>n8piracy."  This  is  a  word  of  well-known  legal  significa- 
tion. It  is  sometimes  used  to  indicate  simply  the  coming  togethw 
and  agreeing  of  persons,  but  in  a  penal  statute  is  clearly  to  be  con- 
strued as  including  the  idea  of  illegality,  created  either  by  the  illegal 
diaracter  of  the  ultimate  object  sought  to  be  attained,  or  by  the  illegal 
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ebaracter  of  tbe  means  by  whicb  it  is  c<»itemplated  that  the  desired 
result  shall  be  accomplished,  or  both  of  these  together.  It  is  well 
settled  at  common  law,  and  has  been  from  early  times,  that  oonEq;>ira- 
des  to  accomplish  a  thing  illegal  in  itself,  and  also  conspiracies  to 
aceompUsh  a  thing  lawful  in  itself  by  unlawful  means,  are  crlminaL 
In  U.  8.  T.  Lmnoaster,  44  Fed.  Rep.  80d,  the  court  say :  **A  ccmspiracy 
is  an  unlawful  confederacy  or  combination  of  two  at  move  persons  to 
do  an  unlawful  act,  or  haye  accomplished  an  unlawful  purpose." 
0am.  T.  Swnt,  4  Meta  (Mass.)  128;  Rew  t.  Gfroy,  8  Harg.  8t  Tr.  019; 
apiCM  T.  [eOS]  People,  122  UL  212,  213, 12  N.  B.  Rep.  866, 17  N.  B.  B^ 
886;  3  OreenL  Bt.  |  188;  Washb.  Crim.  Law,  (2d  Bd.)  42,  etc.  It 
is  unnecessai^  to  enter  with  nicety  into  the  question  of  Just  what  ends 
or  means  are  sufficiently  unlawful  to  render  a  conspiracy  criminal, 
since  it  is  quite  clear  that  a  conspiracy  which  includes  in  the  means 
fbr  its  accomplishment  threats  and  intimidation,  the  committing  of 
assaults,  the  maintenance  of  actions,  and  the  inducing  of  parties 
under  contract  to  break  their  contracts,  is  criminal  in  character.  Nor 
is  it  necessary  to  endearor  to  discriminate  carefully  between  con- 
spiradeB  which  are  ciyilly  actionable  and  those  which  are  criminal, 
since  it  is  obvious  that  a  criminal  conq>iracy  is  also  civilly  actionable 
if  anytbing  is  done  under  it  resulting  in  injury  to  the  party  com- 
plaining 

(d)  **  Restraint  of  trade  or  commerce."  These  words  modify  each 
of  the  words  *'  contract,"  **  combination,"  and  "  conspiracy."  Taken  in 
connection  with  the  word  '*  contract,"  they  point  to  a  well-known  legal 
conc^tion,  vis.  **  contract  in  restraint  of  trade."  A  contract,  the  total 
effect  of  which  is  to  restrain  trade,  is  void;  but  if  the  restraint  upon 
tbe  trade  of  one  party  to  the  contract  be  no  greater  than  is  necessary 
to  protect  some  interest  of  the  other  acquired  by  the  contract,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  the  contract  encourages  the  trade  of  one  party  as  much  as  it 
restrains  that  of  the  other,  and  hence  the  public  is  not  injured  and  the 
contract  la  valid.  Upon  this  general  principle  it  may  be  laid  down 
that— 

(1)  An  agreement  for  the  restraint  of  the  trade  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties thereto  is  valid  if  limited,  as  regards  time,  space,  and  the  extent 
of  the  trade,  to  what  is  reasonable  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

(2)  An  agreement  for  the  restraint  of  the  trade  of  one  of  the  parties 
thereto  is  Invalid  unless  so  limited. 

Gibha  V.  Gas  Co,,  130  U.  a  386, 8  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  568 ;  Navigation  Oo.  v. 
Winaor,  20  Wall.  64.  See,  also,  Fowle  v.  Park,  131  U.  a  88,  8  Sup.  (>t 
Rep.  668;  Craft  v.  MoConoughy,  78  111.  346;  Weaiem  Union  TeL  Co.  v. 
Burlington  d  S.  W.  By.  Co.,  11  Fed.  Rep.  1,  and  note ;  Hilton  v.  Boh- 
eraley,  6  El.  A  BL  47,  66;  RousiUon  v.  Roueillon,  14  Oh.  Div.  351 ;  Coh 
Hm  V.  Locke,  L.  R.  4  App.  Gas.  674;  Motion  v.  May,  11  Mees.  &  W.  653; 
Palmer  v.  Stebhine,  3  Pick.  188, 183. 

It  will  be  obvious  that  in  the  case  put  the  trade  is  restrained  by  the 
provisions  of  the  contract  itself,  and  is  necessarily  the  trade  of  one  or 
more  of  the  parties  to  the  contract  A  contract  between  A.  and  B.  can- 
not, in  and  of  itself,  restrain  the  trade  of  CX  A.  and  B.  may  agree  to 
restrain  the  trade  of  C,  but  such  an  agreement  is  a  contract  to 
restrain,  not  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade.  As  to  such  a  contract 
three  propositions  may  be  laid  down : 

(1)  If  the  parties  to  the  contract  have  no  business  of  their  own  sim- 
ilar to  that  to  be  restrained  which  the  contract  is  intended  to  promote, 
the  contract  is  illegal,  and  a  conspiracy,  not  only  because  it  restrains 
trade  without  tbe  Justiflcation  of  promoting  any  other  trade,  but  also 
because  fnmi  the  nature  of  the  case  it  is  an  agreement  to  do  another  an 
hijury  maliciously  and  without  cause. 

(2)  If  A.  and  B.  enter  Into  an  agreement  for  the  principal  purpose 
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of  promottng  and  extending  their  own  baslneas  by  none  bnt  lawfol 
means,  and  without  any  intention  to  create  a  monopoly,  snch  agree- 
ment is  valid,  although  it  have  for  its  natural  and  expected  result  the 
injury  and  destruction  of  the  business  of  O. 

Such  a  contract,  even  when  carried  out,  does  not,  on  the  whole,  and 
▼lowed  in  its  entirety,  restrain  trade  at  all,  since  it  only  operates  to 
restrain  G.'s  trade  in  so  far  as  It  operates  to  promote  the  trade  of  A. 
andB. 

(8)  If  A.  and  B.  enter  into  an  agreement  for  the  purpose  of  pxo- 
moUng  and  extending  their  own  business  by  restraining  and  destroy* 
ing  the  business  of  0.  by  the  use  of  unlawful  means,  such  agreement 
is  illegal,  and  a  conspirac*y,  whether  said  unlawful  means  be  of  a  crimi- 
nal nature  or  not 

Such  a  contract  is  illegal  and  a  conspiracy,  both  because  of  the  Ille- 
gal means  contemplated,  and  because  it  does,  when  viewed  in  its 
entirety,  contemplate  a  restraint  of  trade.  The  restraint  of  Cs  trade 
In  this  case  is  not  simply  the  [eoe]  result  of  the  promotion  of  the  trade 
of  A.  and  B.,  and  coextensive  with  it,  but  the  extent  of  the  restraint  is 
wholly  independent  of  the  extent  of  the  promotion,  and  may  be  abso- 
lute and  entire,  without  any  promotion  at  all.  This  must  be  true  when- 
ever the  means  are  other  than  such  as  are  intended  and  calculated  to 
increase  the  trade  of  the  contracting  parties.  Hence  it  was  properly 
decided  In  Mogul  Bteamship  Co.  v.  Uacgregor,  Oow  d  Oo„  16  Q.  B.  Div. 
476,  28  Q.  B.  Dlv.  698,  [1882,]  App.  Gas.  25,  that  an  agreement  to  drive 
a  competitor  out  of  business  by  lowering  prices  is  not  illegal.  In  this 
case  shipping  companies  formed  an  agreement  by  which  they  endeav- 
ored to  get  the  business  of  a  certain  port  in  China  by  placing  their  rates 
so  low  that  another  company  could  not  compete  with  them,  and  was 
obliged  to  give  up  the  business.  The  house  of  lords  held  that  this  was 
not  an  unlawful  restraint  of  trade;  that  a  trader  could  not  be  pre- 
vented from  charging  what  he  pleased,  although  he  did  It  with  a  view 
of  getting  the  trade  himself,  and  of  driving  a  competitor  out  of  the 
business ;  but  it  was  also  laid  down  as  unquestioned  law  that  any  such 
restraint  effected  by  unlawful  means  would  make  the  restraint  ille- 
gal, and  that  a  conspiracy  to  enforce  restraint  by  snch  means  would  be 
criminal.  In  the  queen's  bench  division,  Bowen,  U  J.,  (23  Q.  B.  Dlv. 
614,)  after  stating  that  a  merchant  may  lawfully  compete  with  another 
by  lowering  his  own  prices  to  any  extent,  even  with  the  intention  of 
driving  the  other  out  of  business,  and  then  raising  his  own  prices, 
says: 

"  No  man,  whether  trader  or  not,  can,  however,  Justly  damage  an- 
other in  his  commercial  business  by  fraud  or  misrepresentation.  In- 
timidation, obstruction,  and  molestation  are  forbidden.  So  is  the 
intentional  procurement  of  a  violation  of  individual  rights,  contractual 
or  other,  assuming  always  that  there  Is  no  Just  cause  for  it  The  inten- 
tional driving  away  of  customers  by  a  show  of  violence,  the  obstruction 
of  actors  on  the  stage  by  preconcerted  hissing,  the  disturbance  of  wild 
fowls  in  decoys  by  the  firing  of  guns,  the  impeding  or  threatening  serv- 
ants or  woikmen,  the  Inducing  persons  under  personal  contracts  to 
break  their  contracts, — all  are  instances  of  forbidden  acts." 

On  page  616  he  defines  an  "  Illegal  combination  '*  as  **  an  agreement 
by  one  or  more  to  do  an  unlawful  act,  or  to  do  a  lawful  act  by  unlawful 
means,"  and  cites  two  criminal  cases  in  support  of  the  proposition. 
On  page  618,  after  stating  that  in  cases  where  there  is  no  intimidation, 
molestation,  or  other  forms  of  Illegality,  acts  may  be  done  intentionally 
which  will  injure  others  in  their  business,  provided  they  are  done 
lx>na  fide  "  in  the  use  of  a  man's  own  propertyt  in  the  exercise  of  a 
man's  own  trade,"  he  continues:  **  But  such  legal  Justification  would 
not  exist  when  the  act  was  merely  done  with  the  intention  of  causing 
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temporal  harm,  without  reference  to  one^s  own  lawful  gain,  or  the 
lawful  enjoyment  of  one's  own  rlght&" 

Particular  attention  Is  called  to  the  cases  dted  hy  Bowen,  L.  J.,  In 
support  of  that  part  of  his  opinion  which  has  been  quoted.  These 
cases  are  all  quoted  again  In  the  house  of  lords,  and  amply  sustain 
the  statements  that  have  been  quoted.  These  cases  are:  TarleUm  t. 
McGawlep,  Peake,  270,  (driying  away  customers  by  show  of  ylolence;) 
Clifford  Y.  Brandon,  2  Camp.  358,  and  Oregorp  y.  Brunstoiok,  6  Man.  k 
G.  205,  (preconcerted  hissing  of  actors;)  Carrington  y.  Tsylor,  11  Bast, 
571,  and  Keehle  y.  HickeringiUf  Id.  574,  note,  (disturbance  of  wild  fowl 
In  decoys;)  Qarrei  v.  Taylor,  Cro.  Jac  567,  (threatening  to  yex  pros- 
pectlYe  purchasers  with  suits;)  Botoen  y.  Hall,  6  Q.  B.  Dly.  888,  and 
LmrUey  y.  Gye,  2  EL  &  BL  216,  (Injuring  persons  by  Inducing  others  to 
break  contracts  with  them.) 

It  Is  fully  recognized  in  the  foregoing  cases  that  a  contract  which 
contemplates  the  doing  of  any  unlawful  acts,  either  as  a  means  or  an 
end  to  the  Injury  of  another.  Is  a  criminal  conspiracy.  It  Is  elementary 
law,  bowever,  that  a  conspiracy  need  not  Inyolye  any  binding  contract 
The  mere  agreement  In  a  common  purpose  Is  sufficient  It  Is  obyioas, 
moreoyer,  that  the  yery  fundamental  idea  of  "conspiracy'*  Inyolyes 
the  agreement  in  a  common  purpose  to  Injure  some  one  or  something 
outside  of  the  conspirators  themselyes.  The  conspiracy  may  contem- 
plate the  acquisition  of  a  benefit  by  the  conspirators,  but  this  Is  not 
what  makes  it  unlawful,  but  the  fact  that  it  also  necessarily  contem- 
plates Injury  to  another.  A  contract  or  eyen  a  combination,  may  refer 
ezclualyely  to  the  property  or  persons  of  the  contracting  or  [610]  com- 
bining parties,  but  a  conspiracy  necessarily  Inyolyes  contemplated 
action  against  the  persons  or  property  of  some  outside  person. 

It  follows  that.  If  the  meaning  of  the  words,  "conspiracy  In  re- 
straint of  trade,"  Is  to  be  determined  by  the  common-law  meaning  of 
the  words  separately  considered.  It  means  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  the 
trade  of  some  person  other  than  the  conspirators.  Such  a  conspiracy 
la  Illegal,  and,  under  this  statute,  criminal.  If  it  Intends  a  restraint  of 
such  trade  by  any  means  which  do  not  in  the  nature  of  the  case  tend 
to  promote  the  trade  of  the  conspirators  In  a  degree  equal  to  the  re- 
iKtraint  especially  if  such  means  are  in  and  of  tiiemselyes  unlawful. 
The  existence  of  unlawful  means  Is  conduslye,  both  as  to  conspiracy 
and  as  to  the  restraint  of  trade  being  unjustiflabla  Clearly,  a  conspir- 
acy to  restrain  trade  by  threats,  Intimidation,  molestation,  ylolence, 
and  the  other  means  alleged  in  this  indictment  falls  within  this  defini- 
tion. 

The  whole  history  of  the  law  of  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade 
confirms  this  conclusion.  8  Steph.  Hist  Grim.  Law,  pp.  202-227,  upon 
"Conspiracies  In  Restraint  of  Trade;"  Wright  Crim.  Cobb,  144-181; 
Ray,  Contract  Lim.  334-411.  An  examination  of  the  statutes  that 
haye  been  passed  upon  the  subject  of  conspiracies  in  restraint  of 
trade  shows  that  they  are  aimed  at  any  and  all  restraint  whether  by 
employes  or  employers,  which  is  endeavored  to  be  enforced  by  threats, 
intimidation,  or  other  unlawful  means.  Thus  38  &  89  Vict  c.  86,  §  7, 
makes  it  an  offense  to  use  ylolence  or  to  intimidate  to  compel  another  to 
do  or  abstain  from  doing  any  act  which  he  has  a  legal  right  to  abstain 
from  or  to  do.  So  in  New  York  it  Is  made  a  misdeameanor  "  to  pre- 
vent another  from  exercising  a  lawful  trade  or  calling,  or  doing  any 
other  lawful  act  by  force  of  threats,  intimidation,  or  by  Interferhig  or 
threatening  to  interfere  with  tools,  implements,  or  property  belonging 
to  or  used  by  another,  or  with  the  use  or  employment  thereof ;  and  also 
to  permit  any  act  injurious  to  the  public  health,  to  the  public  morals, 
or  to  trade  or  commerce,  or  for  the  peryersion  or  obstruction  of  Justice 
or  of  the  due  administration  of  the  law."  See,  also,  the  statutes  of 
other  states,  collected  In  Ray,  Contract  LIm.,  supra." 
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It  Is  tme  that  most  of  tbe  cases  In  tbe  t)Ook8  are  cases  of  Intimida- 
tion on  tbe  part  of  workmen  against  their  employers  or  against 
other  workmen,  or  of  employers  against  their  workmen.  Bnt  the 
language  of  the  statutes  and  the  principles  of  decision  apply  with 
equal  force  to  conspiracies  by  any  persons  against  tbe  trade  of  other 
persons. 

(e)  "Trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign 
nations."    This  subject  will  be  discussed  later. 

(f)  "Monopolize."  "Monopolies  are  much  the  same  ofFenses  in 
other  branches  of  trade  that  Ingrosslng  is  in  provisions,  being  a  license 
or  privilege  allowed  by  the  king  for  the  sole  buying  and  selling, 
making,  working,  or  using  of  anything  whatsoever,  whereby  the 
subject  in  g^ieral  is  restrained  from  that  liberty  of  manufacturing 
or  trading  which  he  had  before.  They  are  said  to  differ  only  in  this : 
that  monopoly  is  by  patent  from  the  king,  ingrosslng  by  the  act  of 
the  subject,  between  party  and  party,  and  have  been  considered  as 
both  equally  Injurious  to  trade  and  the  freedom  of  the  subject,  and 
therefore  equally  restrained  by  the  common  law.  By  the  common  law, 
therefore,  those  who  are  guilty  of  this  offense  are  subject  to  fine  and 
imprisonment,  the  offense  being  malum  in  se,  and  contrary  to  the 
ancient  and  fundamental  law  of  the  kingdom ;  and  it  is  said  that  there 
are  precedents  of  prosecutions  of  this  kind  in  former  days.  And  all 
grants  of  this  kind,  relating  to  any  known  trade,  are  void  by  the  com- 
mon law."    1  Russ.  Grimes,  350. 

"  It  is  said  that  all  grants  of  this  kind,  relating  to  any  known  trade, 
are  made  void  by  the  common  law,  as  being  against  the  freedom  of 
trade,  and  discouraging  labor  and  industry,  and  restraining  persons 
from  getting  an  honest  livelihood  by  a  lawful  employment,  and 
putting  It  in  the  power  of  particular  persons  to  set  what  prices  they 
please  on  a  commodity;  all  which  are  manifest  inconveniences  to  the 
public."  Hawk.  P.  O.  c  79,  p.  203.  East  India  Oo.  v.  Sandys,  Skin. 
224. 

"  Hence,  aliso,  it  seems  that  the  king's  charter  empowering  particular 
persons  to  trade  to  and  from  such  a  place  is  void,  so  far  as  it  gives  such 
persons  an  exclusive  right  of  trading  and  debarring  all  others ;  and  it 
[611]  seems  now  agreed  that  nothing  can  exclude  a  subject  from 
trade  but  an  act  of  parliament"    Hawk.  P.  G.  293,  note  2. 

In  the  Case  of  Monopolies,  11  Goke,  84,  it  was  held  that  a  grant  by 
the  crown  of  tbe  sole  making  of  cards  within  the  realm  is  void ;  and  It 
is  said  that  "  there  are  three  inseparable  incidents  to  every  monopoly 
against  the  commonwealth,  I.  e. : 

(1)  "That  the  price  of  the  same  commodity  will  be  raised,  fbr  he 
who  has  the  sole  selling  of  any  commodity  may  and  will  make  the 
price  as  he  please?. 

(2)  "That  after  the  monopoly  granted  the  commodity  is  not  so 
good  and  merchantable  as  it  was  before,  for  the  grantee,  having  the 
sole  trade,  regards  only  his  private  benefit,  and  not  the  commonwealth. 

(3)  "It  is  done  to  the  impoverishment  of  divers  artificers  and 
others,  who  before,  by  tbe  labor  of  their  own  hands  in  their  art  or 
trade,  had  maintained  themselves  and  their  families,  who  now  will  of 
necessity  be  constrained  to  live  in  idleness  and  beggary." 

See,  also.  Proprietors  of  the  Charles  Rives  Bridge  v.  Proprietors  of 
the  Warren  Bridge,  11  Pet  607 ;  Slaughterhouse  Cases,  16  Wall.  102. 

As  used  in  the  statute,  however,  the  word  "monopolize"  clearly 
does  not  refer  to  grants  by  the  government,  but  to  the  accomplishment 
of  the  same  result  by  private  endeavor ;  and  the  word  "  monopoly,"  in 
the  meaning  it  had  at  the  passing  of  the  act,  and  has  now,  is  not  con- 
fined  to  grants  by  the  government  The  essential  idea  of  an  unlawful 
monopoly  Is  found  not  so  much  in  the  creating  of  a  very  extensive 
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Irasinefls  In  the  hands  of  a  single  control  as  in  the  Idea  of  prerentlng 
all  otlier  persons  from  engaging  in  such  bnsiness,  and  thereby  stifling 
competition.  The  eTil  of  the  grants  from  the  crown  lay  not  in  the  fact 
that  they  gave  to  the  grantee  a  right  to  manufacture  and  sell,  bat 
in  the  fact  that  they  prevented  other  persons  from  manufacturing  and 
selling  the  same  article.  The  evil  Is  not  the  enlargement  of  one  per- 
son's trade,  but  the  destruction  of  the  trade  of  all  other  persons  in  the 
same  commodity. 

(1)  If  A.  and  B.  enter  into  an  agreement  to  restrain  trade  for  the 
purpose  of  creating  a  monopoly  by  destroying  all  competition,  either 
by  buying  out  all  competitors  or  by  driving  them  out  of  business,  such 
agreement  is  illegal  and  void. 

(2)  A  fortiori,  an  agreement  to  restrain  trade  for  the  purpose  of  creat- 
ing a  monopoly  which  looks  to  the  crushing  out  of  all  competition  by 
an  unlawful  means,  whether  criminal  or  otherwise,  is  invalid. 

It  is  clear  that  monopolies  have  always  been  unlawful  at  common 
law.  The  difficulty  is  to  distinguish  between  such  unlawful  monopolies 
and  lawful  rivalry  in  business.  The  following  cases  point  out  this  line  of 
distinction:  StanUm  v.  Allen,  5  Deuio,  434;  Salt  Co,  t.  Guthrie,  35 
Ohio  St  666;  Morris  Bun  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co,,  68  Pa.  St  173; 
Craft  V.  McConoughy,  70  111.  346 ;  Richardson  v.  Buhl,  77  Mich,  632, 43 
N.  W.  Rep.  1102;  Handy  v.  Railroad  Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  689;  Western 
Union  Teh  Co.  v.  Burlington  d  8,  W,  Ry,  Co,,  11  Fed.  Rep.  1 ;  Dolph  v. 
Machinery  Co.,  28  Fed.  Rep.  553 ;  People  v.  Chicago  Gas  Trust  Co,,  130 
in.  268,  22  N.  E.  Rep.  708;  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Klotz,  44  Fed.  Rep. 
721;  More  v.  Bennett,  (111.  Sup.)  29  N.  E.  Rep.  888. 

SECOND. 

rslatioif  ot  the  united  states  government  and  of  the  united 
States  Goxtbts  to  the  Subject-Matteb  of  the  Statxtte. 

(1)  The  congress  of  the  United  States  is  invested  by  the  constitu- 
tion with  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  between  the  several  states, 
and  with  foreign  nations,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes.  It  has  no 
power  over  commerce,  except  such  as  is  thus  given  to  it  by  the  con- 
stitution, and  the  United  States  courts  have,  and  can  have,  no  Juris- 
diction over  any  offenses  against  commerce,  unless  it  be  such  as  con- 
gress is  given  the  power  to  regulate  and  control.  In  re  Greene,  52 
Fed  Rep.  104. 

Interstate  and  foreign  commerce  being  national  in  character,  it  has 
been  [61S]  held  that  the  power  given  to  congress  to  regulate  such 
commerce  is  exclusive,  and  implies  a  prohibition  against  any  restraints 
upon  such  commerce.  This  prohibition  has  been  enforced  in  many 
cases  where  the  United  States  supieme  court  have  held  laws  of  the 
states  unconstitutional  and  void,  on  the  ground  that  they  amounted  to 
a  restraint  upon  Interstate  or  foreign  commerce. 

(2)  There  are  no  crimes  at  common  law  against  the  United  States, 
and  the  criminal  Jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  courts  is  limited 
to  crimes  created  by  statutes  of  the  United  States.  Prior  to  the  pas 
sage  of  the  act  here  under  discussion,  there  was  no  statutory  provi- 
sion of  the  United  States  malting  contracts,  combinations,  or  oon- 
{(piracies  in  restraint  of  or  to  monopolize  interstate  or  foreign  trade 
crimes  against  the  United  States,  so  that  the  United  States  courts  could 
have  no  Jurisdiction  over  that  subject-matter  even  if  such  contracts, 
oombinations,  or  concipiracies  were  criminal  at  common  law  or  under 
state  statutes. 

(3)  Prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act  there  was  no  provision  giving 
Id  the  United  States  courts  even  dvll  Jurisdiction  over  contracts, 
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oombinatloiis,  or  conspiracies  npon  the  sole  ground  that  snch  contracts, 
combinations,  or  conspiracies  affected  interstate  or  foreign  trade  or 
commerce;  and  such  courts,  therefore,  had  only  such  Jurisdiction 
oyer  these  matters  as  might  vest  in  them  by  reason  of  other  circum- 
stances, such  as  differences  in  citizenship. 

(4)  Under  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  amcmg  the  several 
states  it  has  been  held  that  congress  has  the  power  to  regulate  the 
transportation  of  individuals,  of  property,  and  of  communications, 
and  also  all  instruments  of  such  transportation  and  communication; 
and  that  transportation  of  property  begins  when  the  property  is 
deliyered  to  a  common  carrier  for  transportation  to  another  state, 
and  does  not  end  tmtil  such  property  has  completed  Its  transportation, 
and  has  become  a  part  of  the  general  property  of  the  state  to  which 
it  is  sent  And  a  state  may  not,  even  for  the  purpose  of  supposed 
self-protection,  interfere  with  transportation  into  or  through  the 
state  beyond  what  is  absolutely  necessary  for  its  actual  self-protection, 
and  within  the  scope  of  its  police  power.  See  Henderson  y.  Mayors 
etc,  92  U.  8.  259;  Railroad  Co.  y.  Husen,  95  U.  S.  465,  472.  The  ex- 
tent of  this  grant  to  the  federal  government  is  further  seen  in  the 
following  cases:  CHhhona  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat  1;  Welion  y.  State  of 
Missouri,  91  U.  8.  275;  Walling  v.  People  of  Michigan,  116  U.  S.  446, 
6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  454;  Robhins  y.  Taxing  Dist,  120  U.  8.  489,  7  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  592;  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  8.  100,  10  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  681; 
In  re  Rahrer,  140  U.  S.  545,  11  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  865 ;  Trade-Mark  00969^ 
100  U.  S.  96;  Philadelphia  d  Southern  8.  8.  Co.  y.  Pennsylvania,  122 
U.  S.  826,  7  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1118. 

It  seems  clear  that  what  would  be  a  regulation  of  commerce 
within  the  Implied  prohibition  of  the  constitution,  if  attempted  by  a 
state,  would  be  a  sufficient  object  of  a  conspiracy  by  Individuals  to 
make  it  '*  in  restraint  of  trade  among  the  states.*'  Clearly  it  would 
be  obnoxious  to  the  prohibition  of  the  constitution  for  a  state  to  pass 
a  law  that  certain  nonresident  cash-register  companies  should  not 
be  allowed  to  sell  cash  registers  in  the  state.  If  this  would  be  un- 
constitutional when  done  by  a  state,  clearly  It  would  be  a  restraint 
of  trade  among  the  states  when  attempted  by  individuals  so  as  to 
make  a  conspiracy  to  accomplish  it  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
among  the  states.  The  conspiracy  in  the  present  case  was  to  prevent 
certain  corporations  from  carrying  on  the  business  of  manufacturing 
and  selling  cash  registers;  and  it  is  alleged  that  said  corporations 
were  carrying  on  this  business  among  the  several  states,  so  that 
the  prevention  would  operate  necessarily  and  directly  to  restrain 
interstate  trade  in  such  cash  registers  in  the  same  way  that  the  state 
regulation  did  in  Leisy  v.  Hardin  and  Rohhins  v.  Tawing  Dist.,  supra. 
This,  however,  is  a  question  to  be  determined  at  the  trial. 

(b)  evils  to  bb  bbmedied. 

Undoubtedly  a  prominent  evil  to  be  remedied  in  the  minds  of  the 
framers  of  the  statute  was  the  concentration  of  the  entire  business  of 
the  cotmtry  in  certain  articles  in  such  a  manner  as  to  prevoit  others 
from  engaging  in  the  same  business,  and  thereby  to  prevent  and  stifle 
competition.  As  stated  in  the  [618]  title,  it  aims  to  "protect  trade 
and  commerce  from  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies  ;'*  and  the  evil 
of  a  monopoly  lay  in  the  prevention  of  others,  either  by  prohibition 
from  the  sovereign  power,  or  by  power  of  individuals,  from  exercising 
the  same  trade.  When,  therefbre,  the  statute  made  it  criminal  to 
conspire  to  monopolize,  It  did  not  intend  to  make  it  criminal  for  two 
or  more  persons  to  unite  in  developing  their  own  business  by  lawful 
means,  nor  for  one  person  to  sell  out  his  business  to  another  or  to 
others,  provided  that  the  prev^ition  of  others  from  engaging  in  the 
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Bame  bofllness  was  not  contemplated.  It  did,  bowever.  Intend  to  make 
It  criminal  to  conspire  to  obtain  tbe  sole  control  of  any  bnainees  by 
means  of  preventing  others  from  engaging  in  that  bosiness,  and,  a 
fortiori,  it  is  so  intended  where  the  means  of  prevention  contemplated 
were  of  an  unlawful  character. 

(0)   THB  BEMKDT  PBOYmCO. 

L  The  most  narrow  effect  that  can  be  suggested  for  this  act  is  that 
it  makes  certain  acts  which  were  criminal  at  common  law  crimes 
against  the  United  States  when  such  acts  are  directed  to  the  restraint 
or  monopolizing  of  trade  or  commerce  anK>ng  the  several  states  or  with 
foreign  nations,  and  thereby  gives  to  the  United  States  courts  luria- 
diction  of  such  crimes. 

In  this  view  the  statute  merely  remedies  the  defect  of  the  want  of 
criminal  Jurisdiction  at  common  law  In  the  United  States  courts,  which 
has  been  already  pointed  out  It  is  sufficient  for  the  present  case  as 
regards  several  of  the  counts  in  the  indictment,  if  this  should  be  held 
to  be  the  sole  effect  of  the  act  Thus  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  by 
such  unlawful  means  as  are  stated  in  this  indictment  would  clearly  be  a 
criminal  conspiracy  at  common  law.  Orump*9  Case,  84  Va.  927,  6  S.  B. 
Rep.  620;  State  v.  Donaldson,  82  N.  J.  Law,  157;  State  v.  Botrley,  12 
Ck>Dn.  112, 113 ;  State  v.  Crowley,  41  Wis.  271.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
each  of  the  means  alleged  should  be  unlawful  if  taken  alone,  nor  that 
they  should  all  be  proved.  Com.  v.  MeaervCt  154  Mass.  64,  2J  N.  B. 
Rep.  d97. 

Among  the  means  set  forth  in  the  indictment  that  are  clearly  unlaw- 
ful are  the  following : 

(1)  Personal  violence  and  threats  of  personal  violence  against  the 
agents  of  the  Lamson  Ck>mpany.  See  Crump's  Case,  supra,  and  cases 
there  cited ;  U,  S.  v.  Lancaster,  supra. 

(2)  Unlawfully  inducing  the  employes  of  and  purchasers  from  that 
company  to  break  their  contracts,  and  maintaining  them  in  actions 
brought  for  such  breaches.  Boicen  v.  Hall,  supra;  Lumley  v.  Gye, 
supra;  Evans  v.  Walton,  36  Law  J.  0.  P.  307;  Smith,  Mast,  d  S.  156. 
As  to  maintenance,  see  Ray,  Contract.  Lim.  293  et  seq.,  and  cases  cited. 

(3)  By  bringing  and  threatening  to  bring  vexatious  suits  against 
the  purchasers  and  prospective  purchasers  of  cash  registers  from  the 
Kruse,  Lamson,  Boston,  and  Union  Companies.  Garret  v.  Taylor,  Gro. 
Jaa  567;  Kelley  v.  Manufacturing  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep.  19;  National 
Cash  Register  Co.  v.  Boston  Cash  Indicator  d  Recorder  Co.,  41  Fed. 
Rep.  51. 

(4)  By  falsely  and  fraudulently  representing  that  the  registers 
manufactured  and  sold  by  the  Kruse,  Lamson,  Union,  and  Boston  Com- 
panies contained  defects  that  they  did  not  in  fact  contain.  See  Mogul 
Steamship  Co.  v.  Macgregor,  Qow  d  Co.,  supra, 

(5)  By  frightening  such  purchasers  and  prospective  purchasers 
from  said  companies  by  means  of  the  acts,  threats,  and  misrepresenta- 
tions aforesaid.  Tarleton  v.  McOawley,  Peake,  270;  Crump's  Case, 
supra. 

It  needs  no  argument  to  show  that  a  conspiracy  to  .restrain  or  to 
monopolize  trade  by  such  means  would  be  criminal  at  common  law. 

That  the  statute  must  be  construed  more  broadly  than  this,  however, 
is  clear  from  the  fact  that  contracts  and  combinations  in  unlawful 
restraint  of  trade  were  not  criminal  at  common  law,  and  this  act  is 
dearly  intended  to  make  them  criminal. 

II.  The  statute  was  intended  to,  and  does,  go  further.  It  makes 
certain  acts  which  are  the  subject  of  civil  actions  at  common  law, 
when  directed  to  the  restraint  or  monopolizing  of  trade  or  commerce 
10870®— S.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 10 
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between  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  crimes  against  the 
United  States,  thereby  giving  the  United  States  courts  jurisdiction 
over  them.  This  construction  again,  how-  [614]  ever,  is  not  broad 
enough,  since  to  suit  the  statute  It  also  would  practically  eliminate  the 
words  "  contract "  and  "  combination,"  since  neither  a  contract  nor  a 
combination  in  restraint  of  trade  is  clyilly  actionable  at  common  law. 

III.  The  act  goes  still  further,  and  makes  contracts  and  combina- 
tions which  are  illegal  in  the  sense  of  nonenforceable  at  common  law, 
crimes  against  the  United  States  when  directed  to  the  restraint  or 
monopolizing  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with 
foreign  nations. 

That  all  three  of  these  effects  were  Intended  appears  from  the 
act  itself,  since  in  no  other  way  can  all  the  terms  of  the  net  bd 
given  effect,  and  may  also  be  shown  by  a  reference  to  the  debates 
in  congress  when  the  bill  was  pending.  In  the  debates  in  the  senate 
a  number  of  cases  are  cited  as  showing  what  was  meant  by  "  restraint 
of  trade  "  and  "  monopoly,"  all  of  which  were  civil,  and  not  criminal, 
cases,  and  Include  the  principle  of  the  third  proposition  above  laid 
down.  Among  these  cases  were  Richardson  v.  Buhl,  77  Mich.  632, 
48  N.  W.  Rep.  1102;  Craft  v.  McConoughy,  79  111.  346;  Handy  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  31  Fed.  Rep.  689;  Fotole  v.  Park,  131  U.  S.  88,  9  Sup. 
Ot  Rep.  658. 

(d)  the  tbub  beabon  of  the  act. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  true  purpose  and  ^ect  of  the  act  were 
to  remedy  the  injurious  effects  of  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies 
upon  trade  and  commerce  so  far  as  congress  had  the  power  so  to 
do;  that  is  to  say,  so  far  as  they  were  directed  against  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce,  its  purpose  being  correctly  stated  in  the  title 
of  the  act,  namely,  "An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  from  un- 
lawful restraints  and  monopolies." 

SUFPICIENOT  OF  THE  INDICTMENT. 

I.  So  far  as  charging  a  conspiracy  Is  concerned,  the  language 
follows  the  ordinary  language  used  for  that  purpose,  and  is  sufficient 

II.  The  general  allegation  of  threats,  intimidation,  and  molesta- 
tion is  sufficient  Reg,  v.  Rowlands,  17  Q.  B.  671 ;  Com.  v.  Dyer,  128 
Mass.  70.  When  the  charge  was  that  the  defendants  "unlawfully, 
fraudulently,  and  deceitfully  did  conspire,  combine,  confederate,  and 
agree  together  to  cheat  and  defraud,"  it  was  held  sufficient  Rew  v. 
De  Berenger,  3  Maule  &  S.  67;  Wood  v.  State,  47  N.  J.  Law  461,  I 
Atl.  Rep.  509;  Com.  v.  Fuller,  132  Mass.  563;  Com.  v.  Andrews,  Id. 
263;  Rex  v.  Gill,  2  Bam.  &  Aid.  204;  V.  8.  v.  Stevens,  44  Fed.  Rep. 
132;  V.  8.  V.  Gardner,  42  Fed.  Rep.  829;  Sydserff  v.  Reg.,  11  Q.  B. 
245 ;  Latham  v.  Reg.,  9  Cox,  Crim.  Cas.  516. 

The  gist  of  the  offense  Is  the  conspiracy.  The  unlawful  object  or 
means  merely  give  character  to  the  conspiracy  Itself,  and  show  It 
to  have  been  unlawful.  Rex  v.  Journeymen  Taylors,  8  Mod.  11 ;  State 
V.  Glidden,  55  CJonn.  46,  8  Atl,  Rep.  890.  Hence  the  offense  is  com- 
plete though  nothing  be  done  In  execution  of  the  conspiracy.  Rex 
V.  Spragg.  2  Burrows,  993 ;  Rex  v.  Rispal,  3  Burrows,  1321 ;  Collins 
V.  Com.,  3  Serg.  &  R.  220;  Com.  v.  Warren,  6  Mass.  74;  The  Poul- 
terers* Case,  (1611,)  9  CJoke,  55,  Moore,  813;  Rex  v.  Edwards,  (1795.) 
2  Strange,  707;  Rex  v.  Eccles,  (1783,)  1  Leach,  274;  Rex  v.  Gill, 
(1818.)  2  Bam.  ft  Aid.  204.  Hence,  also,  it  Is  unnecessary  to  set 
out  the  means  when  the  end  Itself  is  unlawful.  People  v.  Barkelow, 
37  Mich.  455;  Com,  v.  Eastman,  1  Cush.  190;  State  v.  Stewart,  59 
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Yt  273,  9  Atl.  Rep.  559 ;  Bisb.  Dlr.  &  Forms,  §  SOI.    In  the  present 
case  the  means  are  set  out,  and  In  some  of  the  counts  with  the 
utmost  particularity. 
The  unlawful  means  set  out  show — 

(1)  Tliat  the  conspiracy  alleged  was  unlawful,  and  even  criminal, 
at  coDunon  law. 

(2)  That  the  restraint  of  trade  was  real  and  unlawful,  since  clearly 
such  unlawful  acts  would  not  tend  to  encourage  the  trade  of  one 
party  while  discouraging  that  of  the  other.  That  they  would  tend 
to  enable  the  party  committing  them  to  afterwards  monopolize  the 
trade  by  ind^endent  acts  clearly  only  aggravates  the  offense. 

(3)  That  the  conspiracy  was  unlawful,  and  even  criminal,  "con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  trade"  at  common  law. 

Tbey  thus  show  that  the  conspiracy  alleged  was  the  conspiracy 
Intended  by  the  statute,  even  if  the  narrowest  construction  be  given  to 
the  language  [615]  of  the  statute.  If  there  was,  as  the  government 
contends,  an  offense  at  common  law  known  as  "conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  trade,"  it  was  clearly  exactly  the  offense  set  forth  in  this 
indictment  If,  as  contended  by  the  defendants,  there  was  no  com- 
mon-law offense  of  that  name,  precisely  the  same  result  is  arrived 
at  by  considering  the  words  of  the  statute  separately,  and  giving  to 
them  their  lawful  common-law  meaning.  The  defendants'  argument 
that  the  words  "conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade"  are  to  be  limited 
so  as  to  read  "  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  by  contractual  means," 
Is  wholly  unwarranted  by  any  principle  of  construction.  In  this 
view  the  word  "  conspiracy  "  adds  nothing  to  the  word  "  combination." 
The  rule  that  every  word  of  a  statute  is  to  be  given  effect,  where 
possible.  Is  too  familiar  to  need  a  full  citation  of  authorities.  V»  B, 
V.  Hartxcelh  6  Wall.  386,-395,  396;  Montclair  v.  Ramadell,  107  U.  S. 
147,  152,  2  Sup.-  Ct  Rep.  391. 

III.  The  indictment  sufficiently  alleges  that  the  object  of  this  un- 
lawful conspiracy  was  in  restraint  of  trade. 

It  not  only  alleges  this  in  all  the  counts,  in  the  language  of  the 
statute,  but  in  certain  of  the  counts  also  alleges  broadly  that  this 
object  was  to  hinder  and  prevent  certain  named  corporations  from 
carrying  on  the  business  of  manufacturing  and  selling  cash  registers ; 
and  In  certain  other  counts  alleges  that  it  was  the  object  of  tiie  con- 
spiracy to  ruin  and  destroy  the  business  of  said  corporations,  then 
being  carried  on  by  them ;  and  in  other  counts  that  it  was  the  object 
to  hinder  and  prevent  all  corporations  other  than  the  National  Gash 
Register  Company  from  carrying  on  said  business,  and  to  ruin  and 
destroy  the  bushiess  of  such  other  corporations  then  being  carried  on 
by  them.  Tliat  the  successful  accomplishment  of  such  objects  as  these 
would  result  in  not  only  restraint  of  such  trade,  but  also  in  the  monop- 
olizing of  it,  is  clear;  and  such  objects  are  sufficient  to  make  the 
conspiracy  criminal,  even  at  common  law,  especially  when,  as  is 
alleged  in  this  indictment,  they  are  intended  to  be  accomplished  by 
unlawful  and  criminal  means. 

IV.  The  indictment  sufficiently  charges  that  the  trade  or  commerce 
which  It  was  the  object  of  the  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize, 
was  "trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states."  This  is  spe- 
cifically alleged  in  the  words  of  the  statute  in  all  the  counts.  In  all 
the  counts,  also.  It  Is  cither  specifically  alleged  or  necessarily  implied 
that  there  was  In  existence  at  the  time  of  the  conspiracy  a  trade  or 
conmierce  in  cash  registers  among  the  several  states,  that  the  de- 
tendnnta  knew  this,  and  that  the  object  of  the  conspiracy  was  to  re- 
strain this  specific  existing  trade.  Some  of  the  counts  go  still  further, 
and  give  the  names  of  the  corporations  which  were  engaged  in  such 
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trade,  and  charge  that  the  object  of  the  conspiracy  was  to  restrain 
the  trade  then  carried  on  by  said  named  corporations  in  cash  registers 
among  the  several  states.  This  language  is  clear,  and  as  definite  as 
the  nature  of  the  case  will  allow. 

The  statute  was  intended  to  cover  a  conspiracy  the  object  of  which 
was  a  general  restraint  or  monopolizing  of  any  trade  which  was  of  an 
interstate  character.  The  couspirators  would  not  naturally  in  such 
a  case  specify,  even  to  themselves,  the  specific  interstate  transactions 
which  it  would  be  their  object  to  restrain  or  monopolize,  but  would 
formulate  the  general  intention  and  plan  to  restrain  and  monopolise 
all  the  trade  among  the  states  in  a  certain  given  subject-matter;  for 
example,  cash  registers.  The  allegations  are  sufficient  to  show  that 
the  restraint  and  monopolizing  contemplated  were  lulawful;  that  la, 
that  they  contemplated  the  prevention  and  destruction  of  trade  by 
means  which  would  not  involve  the  corresponding  encouragement  of 
the  trade  of  others.  It  is  not  material  whether  it  appears  on  the  face 
of  the  indictment  that  the  means  alleged  are  naturally  calculated  to 
affect  Interstate  trade  or  not  It  is  distinctly  alleged  that  It  was  the 
intent  of  the  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade. 
The  means  are  only  jalleged  to  show  the  unlawful  character  of  the 
restraint  contemplated,  not  to  show  the  object  of  the  conspiracy  to 
have  been  against  interstate  trade.  It  is  submitted,  however,  that  the 
means  alleged  are  such  as  would  naturally  affect  interstate  trade  when 
directed,  as  in  this  case,  against  corporations  engaged  in  interstate 
trade,  and  that  the  fact  that  they  would  also  affect  domestic  trade  is 
immaterial;  and  this  upon  the  same  principle  upon  which  it  is  held 
that  a  state  cannot  tax  interstate  commerce  even  though  at  the  same 
time  it  tax  domestic  commerce  to  the  same  extent  Leisy  v.  Hardin, 
135  U.  S.  100,  10  Sup.  [616]  Ct  Rep.  681 ;  RohJ)ins  v.  Tawing  Dist., 
120  U.  S.  489,  7  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  592.  The  means  alleged  are  such  as 
would  necessarily  prevent  tlie  corporations  engaged  in  said  cash- 
register  business  from  transporting  said  registers  from  one  state  into 
another,  and  selling  them  in  the  latter  state. 

All  the  elements  required  by  the  statute  are  therefore  sufficiently 
allied. 

Elihu  Root  and  John  D.  Lindsay^  (also  in  support  of  the 
indictment,)  in  the  interest  of  certain  private  individuals. 

FIRST. 

In  conspiracy  the  gist  of  the  offense  is  the  combination ;  and,  when 
conspiring  to  do  a  particular  thing  is  made  criminal  by  statute,  a 
charge  of  a  conspiracy  to  do  that  thing  is  a  complete  and  sufficient 
description  of  the  offense.  Neither  the  means  by  which  the  conspir- 
ators intend  to  do  the  thing  nor  overt  acts  towards  the  doing  of  It 
need  to  be  alleged.  Neither  means  nor  overt  acts  enter  into  the 
description  of  the  offense  unless  expressly  made  an  element  of  the 
offense  by  the  statute.  If  the  statutory  description  of  the  crime  Is 
conspiring  to  do  a  thing  by  unlawful  means,  then  the  unlawful  means 
must  be  set  out  If  the  statutory  description  is  a  conspiring  to  do  a 
thing  and  an  overt  act,  then  the  overt  act  must  be  set  out  In  the  one 
case  the  unlawful  means,  and  in  the  other  the  overt  acts,  are  elements 
of  the  offense  which  necessarily  enter  into  its  description,  and  must 
be  averred ;  otherwise  they  need  not  be  averred.  The  rules  upon  this 
subject  are  very  fully  discussed  in  Conu  v.  Bwger,  37  Leg.  Int  274» 
July  2,  1880,  by  Hare,  P.  J.  See,  also,  Com.  v.  H%mt,  4  Mete.  (Mass.) 
125;  Rem  v.  Gill,  2  Bam.  ft  Aid.  204;  2  Wbart  Grhn.  PL  (4th  Bd.) 
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625,  628;  V.  8.  y.  Danau,  11  Blatchf.  168;  Carew  y.  Rutherford,  106 
Masa  1;  Com.  y.  Dyer,  128  Mass.  70;  Reg.  y.  Rowlands,  17  Adol.  & 
E.  (N.  8.)  671 ;  U.  S.  y.  Detmee,  3  Woods,  47 ;  17.  iS.  y.  Milner,  36  Fed, 
Rep.  890;  V.  £f.  y.  DiMt^,  2  Bond,  332;  Com.  y.  Saatman,  1  Cnsli.  100: 
Com.  T.  Shedd,  7  Gosh.  514. 

It  is  also  tbe  role,  as  shown  by  tlie  foregoing  anthoritiee,  among 
many  that,  where  the  character  of  the  means  to  be  employed  is  an 
element  of  the  offense,  only  a  general  description  of  the  means  bring- 
ing it  within  the  statutory  requirement  is  necessary,  and  not  a  specific 
enumeration  of  particular  means,  e.  g.  false  pretenses  need  not  be 
set  out 

BBOONn. 

It  haa  been  held,  boweyer,  that  this  act  does  not  describe  the  of- 
fenses which  it  denounces  with  such  certainty  and  precision  as  to  make 
a  description  of  the  offense  charged  in  the  bare  words  of  the  act  suffi- 
cient. There  must  be  Included  in  the  description  of  the  offense  such 
further  ayerm^its  of  fact  as  to  show  that  the  conspiracy  charged  was, 
indeed,  the  conspiracy  which  congress  intended  to  make  criminal. 
See  yarious  decisions  upon  the  indictment  in  V.  8.  y.  Oreenhut,  in  the 
northern  district  of  Ohio,  (51  Fed.  Rep.  205;)  in  the  southern  district 
of  New  York,  (Id.  213 ;)  in  the  southern  district  of  Ohio,  In  re  Qreene, 
(52  Fed.  Rep.  104.) 

This  necessity  of  further  ayerment,  in  addition  to  the  words  of  the 
statute,  arises  from  the  fact  that  congress  used  in  the  statute  terms 
which,  taken  in  tlieir  most  general  sense,  would  include  acts  of  the 
most  Innocent  character,  so  conformable  to  the  general  principles  of 
hiw  that  congress  could  not  haye  intended  to  declare  them  criminal. 
Thus  there  is  a  great  yariety  of  contracts  which  are  essential  to  tbe 
legitlniate  conduct  of  business,  and  which  are  unifonnly  enforced  by 
our  courts,  both  of  law  and  of  equity,  and  yet  which  are  to  some 
ertent  in  restraint  of  trade.  It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  congress 
hitended  to  make  them  criminal.  Thus,  also,  the  essential  element  of 
priyate  property  is  monopoly.  Our  whole  system  of  law  relating  to 
property  is  designed  to  maintain  and  protect  that  monopoly.  Con- 
gress, of  course,  did  not  Intend  to  make  it  criminal. 

In  describing  offenses  under  this  statute  it  is,  therefore,  necessary 
to  include  such  ayerments  as  will  show  that  the  restraint  of  trade,  or 
the  monopoly  which  is  the  object  of  the  conspiracy,  is  the  kind  of 
restraint  or  the  kind  of  monopoly  which  congress  intended  to  de- 
nounce. To  thus  make  apparent  [617]  the  character  of  the  object 
of  the  conspiracy  and  bring  it  within  the  class  of  objects  which  con- 
gress Intended  to  make  criminal  is  the  sole  function  of  all  ayerments 
in  the  indictment  in  addition  to  the  charge  in  the  words  of  the  statute ; 
and,  if  the  object  thus  described  is  the  object  which  congress  intended 
to  include  within  the  words  used  in  the  statute,  the  indictment  is 
sufficient 

.THIRD. 

The  ftsndamental  question  upon  the  first  set  of  counts  is  whether 
^e  destruction  of  a  competitor's  trade  in  the  manner  described  is  a 
restraint  of  trade  within  the  intent  of  the  proyislon  of  the  first  section 
of  the  act  which  makes  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  criminal. 

I.  To  ascertain  what  constitutes  a  contract,  combination,  or  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  trade,  recourse  must  be  had  to  the  common 
law  for  the  proper  definition  of  these  general  terms,  and  to  ascertain 
whether  the  acts  charged  come  within  the  statute.  In  re  Oreene,  62 
Fed.  Rep.  104. 

II.  The  statute  enumerates  three  distinct  facts,  yiz.:    (a)    Oon- 
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tracts  in  restraint  of  trade;  (b)  combinations  in  the  form  of  trusts 
or  otherwise  in  restraint  of  trade;  (c)  conspiracies  in  restraint  of 
trade. 

Each  one  of  these  points  to  a  separate  and  distinct  class  of  cases  in 
which,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  the  courts  of  England  and 
America  had  condemned  acts  injurious  to  the  public  interest,  because 
of  their  effect  upon  trade.  In  all  three  the  principle  of  decision  and 
the  ground  of  condemnation  had  been  that  they  interfered  with  the 
public's  right  to  haTe  trade  and  competition  in  trade  free  and  unre- 
stricted. 

(1)  The  first  class  of  acts  included  the  ordinary  contracts  which 
were  declared  to  be  void  as  against  public  policy,  because  some  of  the 
contracting  parties  thereby  prevented  themselves  from  pursuing  their 
occupations,  and  the  public  was  thus  deprived  of  their  contribution  to 
the  competition  tliereln. 

Judge  Bradley  states  the  rule  regarding  these  cases  in  Navigation 
Oo.  V.  Winsor,  20  Wall.  64,  in  these  words : 

*'  There  are  two  principal  grounds  on  which  the  doctrine  is  founded 
that  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  is  void  as  against  public  policy : 
One  is  the  injury  to  the  public  by  being  deprived  of  the  restricted 
party's  industry ;  the  other  is  the  injury  to  the  party  himself  by  being 
precluded  from  pursuing  his  occupation,  and  thus  being  prevented 
from  supporting  himself  and  his  family.  It  is  evident  that  both  these 
evils  occur  when  the  contract  is  general,  not  to  pursue  one's  trade  at 
all,  or  not  to  pursue  It  in  the  entire  realm  or  country.  The  country 
suffers  the  loss  in  both  cases,  and  the  party  is  deprived  of  his  occu- 
pation, or  is  obliged  to  expatriate  himself  in  order  to  follow  it  A 
contract  that  is  open  to  such  grave  objections  is  clearly  against  public 
policy." 

(2)  The  second  division  of  the  statute,  viz.  combinations  in  the 
form  of  trusts  or  otherwise  in  restraint  of  trade,  points  to  a  class 
of  cases  which,  while  it  may  include  the  first  class,  includes  also  a 
great  numl>er  of  combinations  distinguished  from  ordinary  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade  by  a  broad  line  of  demarcation.  These  are  com- 
binations in  which  there  is  no  contract  which  either  by  its  express 
terms  or  by  implication  binds  the  contracting  party  not  to  exercise 
his  trade,  or  not  to  compete  freely  with  others,  but  which  are  de- 
clared by  the  courts  in  violation  of  public  policy,  because  they  accom- 
plish the  effect  of  preventing  freedom  of  trade  and  competition.  As 
a  rule  the  agreements  and  arrangements  by  which  these  combina- 
tions are  formed  are  themselves,  in  their  terms  and  requirements,  of 
the  most  harmless  and  Innocent  character.  It  is  the  effect  and  the 
effect  alone,  upon  the  public  interest  which  causes  them  to  be  de- 
clared against  public  policy.  The  following  are  illustrations  of  this 
class :  Hooker  v.  Vandetoater,  4  Denio,  349 ;  Stanton  v.  Allen^  5  Denlo. 
434;  Amot  v.  Coal  Co,,  68  N.  Y.  558;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co,  v.  Barclay 
Coal  Co,,  68  Pa.  St  173;  Clancey  v.  Manufacturing  Co.,  62  Barb.  805; 
People  V.  North  River  Sugar  Refinery  Co,,  54  Hun,  354,  7  N.  Y.  Supp. 
406 ;  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Reflhery  Co,,  121  N.  Y.  582.  24  N.  B. 
Rep.  834;  Hilton  v.  Eckersley,  6  El.  *  Bl.  47;  Craft  v,  McConoughy, 
79  111.  346;  Salt  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  35  Ohio  St  666;  Richardson  v.  Buhl, 
11  Mich.  632,  43  N.  W.  Rep.  1102;  V.  8,  v.  Jellioo  Mountain  Coal  d 
Coke  Co.,  46  Fed.  Rep.  432;  Biscuit  d  Manufg  Co.  v.  Klotz,  44  Fed. 
Rep.  721;  Hoff-  [618]  man  v.  Brooks,  11  Wkly.  Law.  Bull.  258;  State 
V.  Standard  OU  Co.,  (Ohio  Sup.)  30  N.  E.  Rep.  279. 

So  long  as  the  arrangements  or  agreements  in  regard  to  trade  made 
by  a  combination  produce  the  Injurious  effect  no  form  of  contract  or 
devise  to  produce  that  effect  indirectly  avails  to  escape  the  conse- 
quences. 
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(3)  Tbe  third  division  of  section  1 — "conspiracies  in  restraint  of 
trade" — ^refers  ns  to  a  class  of  cases  in  which  the  effect  upon  trade 
is  produced,  not  by  contract  obligations  binding  the  parties  not  to 
compete,  not  by  pooling  arrangements  which  make  it  against  tbe 
party's  interests  not  to  compete,  but  by  preventing  others  from  carry- 
ing on  trade. 

An  essential  element  in  these  cases  is  that  the  prevention  shall  be, 
not  by  means  of  competition  itself  in  tbe  ordinary  course  of  business, — 
one  competitor  driving  out  another  by  fair  competition, — ^but  that  the 
prevention  shall  be  by  lufair  means,  which  are  themselves  private 
injuries  to  the  person  whose  trade  is  interfered  with.  Oonspiracles 
to  destroy  or  injure  another's  business  by  such  means  have  always 
been  actionable  because  of  the  private  injury,  and  Indictable  be- 
cause of  the  public  injury,  upon  the  same  grounds  and  for  the  same 
reasons  which  have  led  the  courts  to  declare  contracts  and  combina- 
tions accomplishing  the  same  effect  void  as  against  public  policy. 
The  law  upon  the  subject  is  very  fully  presented  in  Mogul  Steamship 
Co.  y.  McGregor,  Qow  d  Co.,  23  Q.  B.  Dlv.  588,  005,  (18d2,)  App. 
Cas.  25. 

Ck>nsplracie8  among  laborers  to  boycott,  to  coerce  their  employers, 
to  prevent  other  laborers  from  working,  are  familiar  illustotlons  of 
this  principle.  See  Rem  v.  Ecclea,  1  I^each,  274;  Rem  v.  Bykerdyke^ 
1  Moody  &  R  179;  Reg.  v.  Hewitt,  5  Oox,  Crim.  Cas.  162;  Reg.  v. 
DufJUeld,  Id,  404;  Reg.  v.  Druitt,  10  Ck>x,  Grim.  Gas.  592;  Reg.  v. 
Rowlands,  6  Cox,  Crim.  Gas.  436;  People  v.  Fisher,  14  Wend.  11; 
People  V.  Melvin,  2  Wheeler,  Grim.  Gas.  262;  Master  Stevedores* 
Ass*n  V.  Walsh,  2  Daly,  1 ;  People  v.  Wilzig,  4  N.  Y.  Grim.  R.  403 ; 
State  v.  Stewart,  59  Vt  273,  9  Atl.  Rep.  559;  Crump's  Case,  84  Va. 
927,  6  S.  B.  Rep.  620;  State  v.  Donaldson,  32  N.  J.  Law,  157;  State 
V.  Qlidden,  55  Conn.  76,  8  Atl.  Rep.  890;  People  v.  Walsh,  16  N.  Y. 
St  Rep.  17;  Steph.  Dig.  Grim.  Law,  390;  People  v.  Everest,  51 
Hun,  19,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  612. 

(4)  It  appears  from  the  foregoing  review  that  at  the  time  the 
act  now  under  consideration  was  passed  restraint  of  trade,  as  known 
to  the  law,  was  preventing  any  one  from  freely  exercising  his  trade. 
That  this  prevention  wa^  held  to  be  against  public  policy,  because 
it  deprived  the  public  of  the  benefit  of  the  prevented  industry  and 
of  its  competition  with  others;  that  all  contracts  which  had  that 
effect  were  held  to  be  void,  because  they  produced  that  public  injury ; 
that  all  combinations  which  had  that  effect,  directly  or  indirectly, 
were  held  to  be  unlawful,  because  they  produced  that  Injury ;  that  all 
conspiracies  to  produce  that  effect  upon  others  by  threats,  intimi- 
dation, fraud,  and  other  similar  means  were  held  to  be  criminal, 
because  they  produced  that  same  public  injury. 

Clearly  these  were  the  conspiracies  intended  and  aptly  described 
in  the  language  of  the  first  section  of  the  statute. 

(5)  The  means  described  in  general  terms  in  the  first  count  of 
the  indictment,  and  particularly  enumerated  in  the  fourth  and  fifth 
counts,  are  the  very  means  which  have  always  been  held  to  make 
interference  with  business  unlawful,  and  to  make  a  conspiracy  to 
interfere  with  business  through  other  instrumentality  a  criminal 
conspiracy.    MogtU  Steamship  Co.  v.  McGregor,  Gow  d  Co.  supra. 

(6)  The  prevention  of  competition  by  unlawful  Interference  with 
the  business  of  competitors  was  one  of  the  ways  of  producing  this 
kind  of  public  injury,  which  was  at  the  time  this  act  was  pasned 
well  known  through  judicial  decisions,  and  it  was  present  In  the  mind 
of  congress  when  it  passed  the  act  See  21  Gong.  Rec.  pt  3,  pp. 
2456-2458,  2598.  It  is  part  of  the  judicial  history  of  the  counter 
that,  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  several  of  the  directors  of  the 
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Standard  Oil  Company  had  been  oonvicted  in  the  state  of  New  Yoilc 
of  a  conspiracy  to  drive  one  of  its  competitors  out  of  business  by 
violent  and  dangerous  metliods,  the  conspirators  going  so  far  as  to 
attempt  the  destruction  of  the  competitor's  property.  See  People  v. 
Everest,  51  [619]  Hun,  19,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  612.  The  indictment  in 
that  case  was  for  a  conspiracy  (luder  section  168  of  the  New  Yorlj 
Penal  Ck>de)  to  commit  an  act  injurious  to  trade. 

It  will  be  observed  from  the  foregoing  extracts  that  the  cases  therein 
referred  to  that  congress  had  in  mind  as  one  of  the  evils  at  which  this 
act  was  aimed  the  suppression  of  competition  as  well  by  means  oper- 
ating upon  other  persons  than  the  guilty  combiners  as  by  the  direct 
means  of  the  agreement  entered  into  between  those  combiners. 

(7)  Counsel  for  the  defendants  has  referred  to  many  state  statutes 
which  he  says  were  designed  to  apply  only  to  offenses  by  way  of  con- 
tract operating  only  upon  the  persons  combining.  He  omits  to  observe 
that  in  all  these  states  combination  to  produce  the  same  effect  by  un- 
lawful means  operating  upon  others  were  already  criminal  at  common 
law,  and  by  already  existing  statutes ;  e.  g.  the  statute  of  New  York* 
making  it  a  criminal  '*  conspiracy  to  do  any  act  injurious  to  trade  or 
commerce."  It  was,  therefore,  unnecessary  for  the  states  which  had 
existing  statutes  of  this  description,  and  which  had  a  common  law,  to 
include  in  their  acts  designed  for  the  protection  of  free  competition 
iu  provisions  affecting  such  conspiracies  as  are  shown  in  the  present 
indictments. 

But  when  congress  undertook  to  assert  over  interstate  commerce  the 
same  protection  which  the  common  law  and  the  statutes  of  the  several 
states  gave  to  commerce  within  their  respective  limits,  there  is  no  war- 
rant whatever  for  saying  that  congress  did  not  mean  to  cover  the  entire 
field  as  broadly  as  the  whole  body  of  common  law,  and  legislation  in 
the  respective  states  covered  it  within  their  respective  limits.  The 
word  "conspiracy"  is  appropriately  added  to  the  words  "contract" 
and  "  combination  in  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,"  to  accomplish  this 
complete  design. 

(8)  The  idea  that  there  is  any  distinction  in  substance  between 
what  counsel  for  the  defendant  calls  "  contractual  restraint  of  trade  " 
and  the  restraint  charged  in  this  Indictment  is  wholly  illusory,  for  con- 
spiracy is  a  contract  just  as  much  as  any  illegal  combination.  The 
only  element  of  contract  in  either  is  the  agreement  of  the  parties  to 
accomplish  a  given  result  That  agreement  may  or  may  not  include 
specifically  the  means  by  which  they  intend  to  accomplish  it  This 
element  of  agreement  is,  indeed,  common  to  all  the  offenses  denounced 
in  the  first  section  of  the  act  It  is  to  be  found  in  the  contracts,  in 
the  combinations,  and  in  the  conspiracies  there  described.  It  is,  how- 
ever, the  only  contractual  element  which  Is  essential  to  any  of  the 
offenses  described  in  that  section,  and  this  same  contractual  element 
must  necessarily  be  shown  in  every  case  of  criminal  conspiracy.  All 
the  authorities  which  had  declared  the  law  of  trusts  and  trust  com- 
binations at  the  time  the  act  was  passed  agreed  that  in  declaring  that 
the  illegal  object  to  accomplish  which  the  minds  of  the  parties  met  to- 
gether, made  their  agreement  illegal,  wholly  irrespective  of  \ta  form, 
or  of  the  means  by  which  they  intended  to  accomplish  the  object  It 
seems  quite  absurd  to  contend  that  when  congress  struck  at  an  evil 
which  the  courts  had  declared  rendered  every  combination  which  pro- 
duced it  illegal,  entirely  Irrespective  of  its  form  or  avowed  purpose, 
congress  nevertheless  meant  to  except  combinations  which  produced 
that  same  evil  by  means  already  recognized  as  unlawful.  The  court 
is  asked  by  the  defendants  to  deprive  an  express  substantive  provi- 
sion of  the  statute  of  all  meaning  whatever,  to  say  that  it  adds  nothing 
to  the  other  provisions  of  the  statute,  for  the  purpose  of  inferring  that 
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congress  meant  to  make  it  criminal  to  produce  the  given  reeolt  of  pre- 
venting competition  by  means  otherwise  lawful,  and  not  to  make  it 
criminal  to  produce  the  same  result  by  means  otherwise  unlawful 

lOTJBTH. 

The  fundamental  question  upon  the  second  set  of  counts  is  whether 
a  monopoly  acquired  by  destroying  the  trade  of  competitors  in  the 
manner  described  is  a  monopoly  within  the  Intent  of  the  proyision  of 
the  second  section  of  the  act,  which  makes  a  conspiracy  to  mcMiopollse 
criminaL 

In  the  debate  upon  this  act  in  the  senate,  Mr.  Edmunds  quoted  from 
Webster's  Dictionary  the  following  definition  of  the  verb  "  to  monopo- 
lize :"  "  To  engross  or  obtain  by  any  means  the  exclusive  right  of, 
especially  the  right  of  trading  to  any  place  or  with  any  country  or  dis- 
trict; as  to  monopolise  the  [6S0]  India  or  Leyant  trade."  2  Pike, 
Hist  Grime,  p.  102.  And  see  St  23,  James  I.  cc.  881--333;  4  8t  at 
Large,  p.  734 ;  The  Case  of  MonofMliea,  11  Coke,  85a. 

The  words  of  the  statute  are  broad  enough  to  include  all  appropri- 
ation of  trade  to  the  exclusion  of  others.  It  is  equally  manifest  how- 
eyer,  that  from  the  application  of  those  words  must  be  excluded  all 
appropriation  of  trade  to  the  exclusion  of  others  which  is  done  under 
warrant  of  law,  such  as  the  obtaining  of  a  monopoly  by  letters 
patent  the  obtaining  of  a  monopoly  by  the  ordinary  purchase  of  prop- 
erty, the  obtaining  of  a  monopoly  by  the  ordinary  process  of  fair  com- 
petition and  trade  as  the  result  of  superior  intelligence,  industry,  or 
activity.  Starting  with  the  original  well-understood  and  commonly 
leceived  meaning  of  the  word,  and  applying  this  process  of  exclusion. 
we  find  that  there  remains  a  class  of  monopolies  with  which  the  courts 
have  of  recent  years  become  very  familiar,  which  are  created  wholly 
without  warrant  of  law,  which  have  all  the  characteristics  and  all 
'  the  injurious  effects  of  the  famous  monopolies  of  Queen  Elizabeth's 
time,  and  which  are  accomplished  by  a  more  or  less  direct  violation 
of  the  rules  above  considered  against  restraint  of  trade.  The  ludicial 
condemnation  of  such  monopolies  is  an  extension  of  the  principles 
relating  to  restraint  of  trade.  The  monopoly  is  treated  as  the  extreme 
evil  resulting  from  restraint  of  trade  upon  a  large  scale. 

This  view  of  monopolies  is  Illustrated  and  fully  shown  in  the  caseH 
relating  to  combinations  cited  under  the  third  head  of  this  brief. 
Whatever  else  may  or  may  not  be  Included  within  the  term  '*  to  monop- 
olize," as  used  in  the  statute,  it  is  safe  to  say  that  it  does  Include 
the  accomplishment  of  the  effects  above  described  by  any  acts  which 
constitute  an  unlawful  restraint  or  prevention  of  trade. 

FIFTH. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  says  that  unless  the  construction  for 
which  he  contends  is  put  upon  the  act  Its  range  is  almost  unlimited ; 
and  he  goes  so  far  as  to  assert  that,  under  the  theory  upon  which 
this  Indictment  is  drawn,  a  very  large  proportion  of  all  the  serious 
crimes  within  the  states  could  be  brought  within  the  federal  Jurisdic 
tlon.  His  argument  for  the  assertion  rests  upon  certain  propositions 
of  law  relating  to  criminal  responsibility  for  crimes  resulting  unin- 
tentionally from  unlawful  confederacies. 

A  conspirator  is  held  equally  guilty  with  his  confederate  for  a  mur- 
der (or  other  higher  offense  than  the  one  contemplated)  committed 
by  the  latter  in  the  perpetration  of  a  preconcerted  offense  by  both 
only  when  the  higher  offense  is  the  natural  result  of  the  crime  In- 
tended*  or  Is  committed  as  a  means  of  successfully  effecting  tho 
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intended  purpose.  So,  where  one  of  the  conspirators  deviates  from 
the  original  plan,  or  undertakes  to  do  something  out  of  the  range  of 
the  purpose  contemplated,  the  other  is  not  criminally  responsible  for 
this  result  Our  only  purpose  in  referring  to  these  propositions  is  to 
express  our  dissent  from  the  view  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ants,— ^tbat  upon  our  construction,  the  commission  of  any  act  how- 
ever remotely  alTectlng  or  interfering  with  interstate  commerce,  would 
render  the  perpetrator  of  such  act  liable  to  prosecution  under  the  act 
of  congress,  no  matter  whether  the  interference  was  intentional  or 
otherwise.    It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  this  point 

We  allege  a  conspiracy  to  do  certain  things  which  we  contend  do 
restrain  trade.  The  question  of  whether  the  acts  committed  by  the 
conspirators  are  intentional  or  not  is  one  for  the  trial.  If  the  acts 
the  government  proposes  to  prove  as  evidence  of  the  conspiracy  were 
unintentionally  done,  or  were  committed  without  any  design  of 
accomplishing  a  result  that,  in  contemplation  of  law,  would  constitute 
a  restraint  of  trade  or  monopoly,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  proof 
to  that  eCTect  would  be  proper  matter  of  defense. 

In  answer  to  the  remaining  portion  of  defendants'  argument  on  this 
hoad,  it  is  only  necessary  to  say  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  federal 
courts  is  not  necessarily  exclusive.  An  act  may  be  a  violation  both 
of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and  of  the  state  where  it  is  com- 
mitted ;  and  It  does  not  aflTect  the  question  of  federal  jurisdiction  that 
the  defendants  intended  to  use  meaiid  themselves  the  subject  of  prose- 
cution under  the  state  laws. 

SIXTH. 

It  Is  necessary  that  the  restraint  of  trade  charged  should  be  a  re- 
straint of  trade  among  the  several  states. 

[621]  Upon  that  point  it  scans  sufficient  to  say  that  it  is  so  charged. 
There  is  no  doubt  uncertainty,  or  question  in  the  language  of  the 
statute  which  describes  that  element  of  the  olTense.  "Trade  among 
the  several  states"  has  l)een  described  and  defined  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  In  numerous  cases.  Olouoeater  Ferry  Co. 
V.  Siate  of  Pennsylvania,  114  U.  a  203,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  826 ;  Lyng  v. 
Michigan,  135  U.  S.  161,  10  Sup.  C?t  Rep.  725;  Ficklen  v.  Tawing  DM., 
145  U.  S.  1,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  810.  The  language  of  the  statute  ob- 
viously and  clearly  applies  to  all  trade  coming  within  that  description. 
There  is  not  one  kind  of  trade  among  the  several  states  to  which  the 
statute  was  intended  to  apply,  and  another  kind  to  which  it  was  not 
intended  to  apply.  As  there  is  no  uncertainty  or  indefiuiteness  in 
regard  to  this  element  of  the  olTense,  the  charge,  which  states  this 
element  of  the  offense  In  the  words  of  the  statute,  Is  sufficient 

In  some  of  the  counts,  however,  the  indictment  does  go  beyond 
the  necessities  of  pleading,  and  charges  not  only  that  the  con- 
spiracy was  In  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  but  that  it  was  to  destroy  that  trade,  and  that  it  was  to  destroy 
that  trade  by  practices  which,  under  the  principles  above  stated,  would 
constitute  the  destruction, — the  very  kind  of  restraint  of  trade  which 
congress  had  in  mind. 

There  can  t>e  no  question  under  this  statute  whether  the  means 
which  the  conspirators  had  In  mind  were  adequate  or  appropriate  to 
accomplish  the  destruction  of  trade  among  the  states.  As  we  have 
seen,  the  means  are  not  an  essential  element  of  the  oflTense.  They 
have  no  relevancy  to  the  charge,  except  as  they  may  serve  to  charac- 
terize the  nature  of  restraint  proposed  by  the  conspirators,  and 
show  that  it  is  the  kind  of  restraint  which  congress  had  in  mind. 
So  long  as  the  restraint  was  of  the  kind  which  congress  had  in  mind. 
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then  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  was  in  fact  possible  tliat  interstate 
trade  could  be  destroyed  by  it  The  offense  of  conspiring  to  destroy 
Interstate  trade  by  that  particular  kind  of  restraint  was  committed 
when  the  agreement  of  the  conspirators  took  place,  whether  they  ever 
hare  or  ever  can  or  could  accomplish  their  object 

Each  of  the  three  elements  of  the  offense  is  clearly  and  definitely 
charged.  First  the  conspiracy ;  second,  tne  restraint  which  is  shown 
to  be  the  kind  of  restraint  which  congress  had  In  mind;  and,  third, 
the  thing  to  be  restrained,  which  is  charged  to  be  the  thing  which 
the  act  clearly  and  definitely  described.  2  BIsIl  St  Crimes,  (8th 
Ed.)  i  2Q2. 

H.  W.  Ghaplmj  for  defendants. 

Commerce  Among  the  Several  States. 

This  act  must  rest  on  the  constitutional  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  states,  and  those 
sections  which  are  pertinent  to  the  present  controversy  must  rest  upon 
the  power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  states.  The  matter  with 
which  we  are  dealing  is  "commerce  among  the  several  states."  It 
Is  important,  at  the  outset  to  consider.  In  a  general  way,  the  con- 
ventional meaning  of  that  phrase  in  federal  Jurisprudence,  the  outline 
of  the  field,  as  fixed  by  federal  decisions,  and  the  way  in  which,  and 
the  extent  to  which,  the  federal  government  can  deal  with  it 

The  meaning  of  the  phrase,  "  commerce  among  the  several  states," 
in  the  federal  constitution,  is  a  meaning  quite  different  from  tfaie 
meaning  of  those  words  as  mere  English  words.  The  word  "com- 
merce," It  is  not  necessary  here  particularly  to  discuss.  It  includes 
Intercourse  of  many,  if  not  all,  lawful  kinds,  and  Is  broader  than  the 
word  ••  trade."  The  constitutional  phi:ase,  however,  "  commerce  among 
the  seTcral  states,"  has  a.  highly  artificial,  conventional,  and  refined 
meaning,  fixed  by  principles  of  public  policy  and  statesmanship,  and 
In  view  of  the  complex  character  of  our  government  and  the  relative 
rights  and  duties  of  the  states  and  general  government 

Lewis,  Federal  Power  Over  Commerce,  p.  10;  Paul  v.  Virginia,  8 
WaU.  168,  183;  Mobile  v.  Kimball,  102  U.  S.  691,  702;  Coe  v.  Errol, 
116  U.  S.  517,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  475 ;  Leiay  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  S.  100,  10 
Snp.  Ct  Rep.  681;  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat  1,  4;  Kirkland  v. 
HotchkisB,  100  U.  S.  491 ;  Slaughterhouse  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  75,  79 ; 
License  Taw  Cases,  5  Wall  [622]  462 ;  Mugler  v.  State  of  Kansas,  123, 
U.  S.  623,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  273;  Kidd  v.  Pearson,  128  U.  S.  1,  9  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  6. 

Moreover,  It  Is  true  of  most  If  not  all,  of  the  grants  of  power  In  the 
federal  constitution,  that  the  definition  of  them  is  not  only  arbitrary, 
and  fixed  by  principles  of  public  policy,  but  that  it  is  not  fixed  even 
by  any  generic  distinction,  even  an  arbitrary  one,  but  is  fixed  merely 
by  degree  of  proximity  or  remoteness  to  state  and  federal  rights.  U.  S. 
T.  Deioitt,  9  Wall.  41 ;  17.  S.  v.  Fox,  94  U.  S.  315 ;  Trade-Mark  Cases, 
100  U.  S.  82;  Ficklen  v.  TasHng  Dist.,  145  U.  S.  1,  12  Sup.  Ct  R^. 
810;  Maine  v.  Grand  Trunk  Ry.  Co.,  142  U.  S.  217,  12  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
121,  163;  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co  v.  Pennsylvania,  141  U.  8.  18, 
11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  876;  Coe  v.  Errol,  116  U.  S.  517,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  475; 
V.  8.  V.  Hall,  98  U.  S.  343. 

Every  citizen  of  our  states  has  a  dual  political  status.  In  one  as- 
pect he  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States.  In  another  aspect  he  Is 
a  citizen  of  his  state.  It  does  not  follow  from  the  fact  that  he  Is 
a  citizen  of  the  United  States  that  congress  can  protect  him  against 
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all  forms  of  fraud  or  violence  or  other  wrong;  nor,  from  the  fact 
that  he  Is  a  citizen  of  the  state,  that  the  state  can  so  protect  him. 
Ck)ngress  can  protect  him  only  in  that  range  and  field  of  his  life  and 
affairs  in  which  he  presents  himself  as  a  citizen  of  the  Unitad  States, 
and  not  as  a  citizen  of  his  state.  His  state  can  protect  him  only 
in  that  range  and  field  of  his  life  and  affairs  In  which  he  presents 
himself  as  a  citizen  of  hls^state,  and  not  of  the  United  States.  The 
line  between  his  federal  and  his  state  citizenship  is  an  arbitrary  line, 
and  often  a  hazy  and  indefinite  line,  and  it  is  always  a  line  of  degree 
of  proximity  or  remoteness.  Nevertheless,  it  is  a  constitutional  line, 
which  neither  the  federal  government  nor  the  state  can  cross.  V.  B. 
V.  Reese,  92  U.  S.  214 ;  V.  8.  v.  Harris,  106  U.  S.  629,  1  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
601;  V.  8.  V.  Cruikshank,  92  U.  S.  542;  17.  8.  v.  Fow,  94  U.  S.  816; 
Logan  v.  U.  8. 144  U.  S.  263, 12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  617. 

Contractual  Chabacteb  of  the  Statute. 

Trade  statutes  have  at  different  times  been  passed  in  various  Juris- 
dictions. Some  of  them  have  been  aimed  at  labor,  some  at  capital, 
but  the  distinction  between  legislation  against  labor  and  legislation 
against  capital  has  always  been  patent  upon  the  face  of  the  statutes. 
The  ancient  legislation  against  monopolizing  and  engrossing  was  legis- 
lation against  capital. 

The  act  of  July  2,  1890,  is  directed  at  capital.  It  aims  at  dangers 
very  generally  supposed  to  have  lately  arisen  out  of  enormous  aggre- 
gations of  capital.  It  alms  at  results  effected,  or  to  be  effected,  by 
combinations  of  capitalists  and  aggregations  of  capital.  The  evil 
aimed  at  In  legislation  against  capital  Is  evil  of  a  contractual  char- 
acter, not  an  evil  of  mere  fraud  or  violence,  ^here  was  no  general 
call  for  federal  protection  against  an  evil  of  the  latter  character.  The 
act  of  1890  was  aimed  at  a  growing  tendency  to  combination  by  vol- 
untary contract,  in  derogation  of  public  right  and  public  safety.  It 
was  at  this,  only,  that  the  legislation  was  aimed ;  and  it  is  this,  only, 
which  Its  words  are  to  be  construed  to  cover.  Attacks  upon  commerce 
by  mere  fraud  and  violence,  it  is  thus  far  left  to  the  states  to  punish. 
This  statute  Is  not  a  Ku-Klux  act  The  "  restraint "  and  the  "  mo- 
nopolizing" of  the  statute  are  contractual  restraint  and  monopoliz- 
ing,— ^not  mere  Interference  with  commerce,  as  by  robbery,  assault 
champerty,  bringing  of  suits,  or  other  forms  of  violence,  fraud  or 
vexation. 

The  indictment  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that  the  restraint  and 
monopolizing  of  the  statute,  at  least  In  the  penal  aspect  of  the  act  are 
substantially  equivalent  to  interference  with  trade,  or  at  least  to  in- 
terference with  the  trade  of  rivals.  Some  of  the  counts  allege  con- 
spiracy to  interfere  with  or  injure  or  ruin  the  business  of  persons 
apparently  Intended  to  be  described  as  rivals,  by  mere  fraud,  violence, 
or  other  noncontractual  means.  The  other  counts  do  not  specify  the 
means.  They  therefore  fall  to  allege  contractual  means.  The  pleader 
has  completely  missed  the  true  scope  and  effect  of  the  statute. 

Contbact  Csimes. 

The  defendants'  counsel  think  it  proper  to  discuss,  at  the  outset  the 
place  which  contract  occupies  in  the  criminal  law,  and  to  consider  the 
characteristics  of  those  crimes  which  may  aptly  be  designated  as  con- 
tract crimes. 

[688]  A  familiar  instance  of  crimes  of  contract  is  the  unlawful  sell- 
ing of  intoxicating  liquors.  To  make  the  offense,  an  actual  contract  of 
sale  must  have  been  made,  and  the  questions  where,   when,  and 
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whether  an  alleged  contract  of  aale  was  in  fftct  made  are  determined, 
not  by  any  mles  of  criminal  law,  but  by  the  ordinary  principles  of 
the  law  of  contracts.  The  questions  of  locus  contractus,  of  principal 
and  agent,  of  delivery,  for  example,  are  discussed  and  settled  in 
ligoor  prosecutions  precisely  as  in  ciyil  actions.  Com.  v.  Bggleaton^ 
128  liass.  408;  Com.  v.  Burgett,  136  Mass.  450. 

A  cash  sale  of  liquors  to  a  minor  is  not,  under  an  ordinary  selling 
statute,  a  ''sale"  to  him,  if  in  fact,  although  without  the  vendor's 
knowledge,  he  Is  buying  for  an  adult  Com,  v.  LattinviUe,  120  Mass. 
S85;  Com.  v.  Fkmegan,  124  Mass.  824;  8t,  Ooddard  ▼.  Bumhamt  Id. 
67a 

The  element  of  true  contract,  in  contract  crimes,  is  well  illustrated 
by  cases  upon  Bnglish  statutes  aimed  at  the  "  putting  off  "  of  counter- 
feit money  to  a  confederate.  The  offense  of  ''putting  off*'  is  dis- 
tinguished from  the  crime  of  uttering,  in  that  an  uttering,  to  l>e 
criminal,  must  be  made  to  an  innocent  person,  and  does  not  necessarily 
imply  a  contract,  while  a  "putting  off"  of  forged  paper  implies  a 
true  contract  of  sale,  gift,  or  barter,  to  be  established  like  any  other 
sale,  gift  or  barter.  In  Rew  y.  Joyce^  (MS.,  O.  B.,)  Oar.  Supp.  184, 
the  indictment  (framed  on  St  8  ft  9,  Wm.  III.  c.  26,  f  6,  for  "  putting 
off"  counterfeit  money)  charged  that  five  counterfeit  shillings  were 
paid  and  put  off  for  two  shillings.  The  proof  was  that  five  bad  shil- 
lings were  sold  for  half  a  crown.  "  Thompson,  0.  B.,  and  Heath,  J., 
held  that  as  this  was  a  contract  it  must  be  correctly  proved  as  laid, 
and  directed  an  acquittal."  See,  also,  Rea  v.  Hedges,  3  Gar.  ft  P. 
410;  Rew  v.  Waoldridge,  1  Leach,  307;  1  East  P.  C.  180. 

The  crime  of  "obtaining  goods  by  false  pretenses"  Is  a  crime  of 
true  contract  If  I  secure  goods  by  false  statements,  my  crime  will 
be  "  false  pretenses  "  or  larceny,  according  as  I  do  or  do  not  effect  a 
meeting  of  minds,  which  actually  passes  title.  If,  on  the  one  hand, 
I  represent  to  a  vendor  that  I  am  rich,  and  thereby  induce  him  to  sell 
me  goods  uix>n  credit  there  is  a  true  contract  of  sale  between  us, — 
voidable,  Indeed,  at  the  vendor's  option,  for  the  fraud,  but  none  the 
less  a  true  contract  until  avoided, — ^and  my  offense  is  "obtaining 
goods  by  false  pretenses."  If,  on  the  other  hand,  I  get  goods  by 
r^resenting  that  I  am  A.'s  servant  and  that  A.  has  commissioned 
me  to  buy  the  goods  for  him,  and  get  them  as  upon  a  sale  upon  credit 
to  A.,  there  is  no  meeting  of  minds  between  the  vendor  and  A.  There 
Is  no  meeting  of  minds  between  the  vendor  and  me,  to  the  effeet  that 
I  am  to  be  the  purchaser  on  credit  There  is  therefore  no  meeting  of 
ihlnds  at  all,  in  true  contract,  and  the  offense  is  larceny.  It  Is 
immaterial,  in  such  case,  that  the  supposed  vendor  intends  to  pass 
title,  or  thinks  that  he  is  passing  title.  The  question  is,  not  what  he 
or  the  supposed  purchaser  intends  or  thinks,  but  is  there,  or  is 
there  not  a  meeting  of  minds  in  contract?  No  contract  no  crime. 
No  reported  cases  pursue  into  greater  refinement  the  question  of  con- 
tract or  no  contract  than  false  pretense  and  larceny  cases,  close  on  the 
dividing  line. 

This  Statute  a  Statute  or  Contbaot  CJaiiiE. 

The  act  of  1890  is  a  statute  of  contract  crime.  Neither  in  ite 
restraint  nor  In  ite  "  monopolize  "  provisions  does  it  aim  to  punish  any* 
thing  else  than  (a)  the  making  of  contracte;  or  (b)  the  combining, 
conspiring,  or  attempting  to  make  or  to  effect  the  making  of  con- 
tracte; or,  possibly,  (c)  the  combining  or  conspiring  or  attempting 
to  support  or  enforce  contracts.  It  is  essential  to  guilt  under  it 
that  a  contract  be  made,  or  that  contract  results  be  the  aim. 

This  is,  in  substence,  the  view  which  has  been  teken  of  the  act  in 
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the  Judicial  decisions  which  have  thus  far  been  made  upon  It,  and  is 
the  logical  result  of  the  reasoning  on  which  they  are  rested.  If 
this  were  a  small  matter,  the  defendants*  counsel  would  be  quite  well 
content  to  rest  their  argument  upon  those  decisions.  Since,  howerer. 
no  one  of  those  cases  is  a  decision  of  a  court  of  last  resort,  or  is  a 
binding  precedent  upon  this  court,  or  is  on  all  fours  with  the  case 
at  bar,  the  defendants'  counsel,  particularly  in  view  of  the  impor- 
tance of  the  present  case,  will  proceed  to  consider  various  lines  of 
[624]  reasoning  and  authority  which  seem  to  them,  independently 
of  those  cases,  to  require  an  exclusively  contractual  reading  of  the 
statute.  The  decided  cases  upon  the  statute  will  also  be  referred  to 
at  proper  points  in  the  discussion. 

Technical  Terms  in  the  Statute. 

The  use  of  technical  words  and  phrases  in  the  statute  Is  such  as 
necessitates  the  contractual  construction.  It  is  a  familiar  principle 
of  statutory  construction  that,  where  a  new  statute  uses  words  or 
phrases  already  having  a  settled  technical  signification  in  the  law, 
these  words  or  phrases  In  the  statute  are  to  be  taken  In  such  tech- 
nical sense,  unless  the  context  makes  such  a  reading  Impossible.    E.  g. 

"  Law  of  nations."    V.  8.  v.  Smith,  6  Wheat  153. 

"  Utters."    U.  8.  v.  Carll,  105  U.  S.  611. 

"Embezzles."  U.  8.  v.  Britton,  107  U.  S.  655,  660,  2  Sup.  Ot 
Rep.  512. 

"  Steal,  take,  and  carry  away."    Id. 

••  Murder."    Ball  v.  U.  fif.,  140  U.  S.  118, 11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  761. 

"Negotiable;"  "Indorsement  and  delivery."  Shaw  v.  Railroa4  Co., 
101  U.  S.  557. 

This  principle  Is  but  an  application  of  a  broader  principle,  which 
finds  expression,  also,  in  the  rule  that  statutes  are  to  be  presumed 
to  depart  as  little  as  possible  from  the  common  law.  Shaw  v.  Rail- 
road Co,,  101  U.  S.  557 ;  Brown  v.  Barry,  8  Dall.  865. 

A  similar  conservative  principle  is  found  in  the  rule  that  statutory 
expressions  borrowed  from  the  statutes  of  another  Jurisdiction  are 
to  be  taken  In  the  meaning  of  their  original  domicile,  as  defined  there 
by  judicial  construction.  Railroad  Co,  v.  Moore,  121  U.  S.  558,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  1334.  This  latter  rule  has  just  been  applied  to  the  inter- 
state commerce  act  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Baltimore 
d  O.  B.  Co.,  145  U.  S.  263,  282,  284, 12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  844. 

Such  legislation  is  extremely  common  with  congress,  and  is.  Indeed, 
a  distinguishing  peculiarity  of  Its  legislation.  The  greater  part  of 
what  may  be  called  federal  "lawmaking"  legislation  consists  In  the 
adoption,  from  time  to  time,  and  upon  different  subjects,  by  a  mere 
summary  reference,  and  often  by  terse  and  elliptic  designation,  of 
a  complete  title  or  head  of  the  common  law,  civil  or  criminal,  or 
of  some  other  body  of  Jurisprudence.  The  chief  part  of  the  federal 
criminal  law  exists  only  In  this  way.  See  cases  cited  above,  and 
Moore  v.  V.  8.,  91  U.  S.  270,  27.S,  274;  Smith  v.  Alahama,  124  U.  S. 
465,  at  page  478,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  564,  at  page  569. 

It  Is  a  feature  of  the  operation  of  this  principle  that  the  sum- 
mary adoption  by  federal  statute  of  a  particular  head  or  title  of 
law,  civil  or  criminal,  brings  In  that  head  of  law,  with  all  Its  details 
and  all  its  exceptions,  and  that  the  statute  has  In  law  precisely 
the  same  reading  which  It  would  have,  should  It,  as  would  a  de- 
tailed Code,  rehearse  at  length,  and  minutely,  all  those  details  and 
exceptions.  In  V,  8,  v.  Carll,  cited  above,  a  statute  punishing.  In 
terms,  the  "uttering"  of  forged  federal  paper,  "with  intent  to  de- 
fraud," was  held  to  Incorporate  Into  the  federal  Jurisprudence  the 
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cmnmon  law  of  uttering,  with  all  its  limitations,  and  to  require, 
therefore,  as  an  element  of  the  crime,  (although  not  expressed  in 
the  statute,)  knowledge  that  the  paper  was  forged. 

It  is  an  equally  well-settled  principle  that  where  a  word  has 
a  well-known,  settled,  and  technical  (though  recent)  meaning, — ^not 
in  the  law,  but  in  the  language  of  a  trade,  or  in  common  speech, — 
the  word,  in  a  new  statute,  will  be  given  that  meaning.  Arthur  v. 
Lahey,  96  U.  S.  112 ;  Arthur  v.  Morrison,  Id.  108 ;  Cfreenleaf  v.  Good- 
rich, 101  U.  S.  278. 

Efteot  ot  WoBD  "Trade"  in  this  Statute. 

The  word  "trade*'  would  seem,  in  its  meaning  as  an  individual 
word,  to  be  a  narrower  word  than  "commerce,"  (Marshall,  C.  J., 
Gibbons  y.  Ogden,  9  Wheat  1,  189;  Miller,  Ck>nBt  c  9,)  and  there- 
therefore,  in  this  statute,  is  either  synonymous  with  "commerce," 
Bren  if  it  were  a  broader  word  than  "  commerce,"  it  could  not  operate 
more  broadly  than  "  commerce  "  in  this  statute,  for  the  constitutional 
power  of  congress  stops  with  "  commerce."  [625]  The  word  "  trade," 
therefore,  in  this  statute,  is  either  ^monymous  with  "commerce," 
or  narrower  tlian  It,  and  in  either  view  it  is,  as  a  mere  individual 
word*  surplusage  in  the  statute.  The  word  "trade"  must,  however, 
be  giren  ^ect,  if  possible  Piatt  y.  RaUroad  Co,,  99  U.  S.  48 ;  Market 
Co.  T.  Hoffman,  101  U.  8. 112. 

It  will  be  unnecessary  here  to  discuss  the  question  1m>w  far  the  "  re- 
straint of  trade  "  of  the  common  law  is  enlarged  in  its  field  of  opera- 
tion by  its  application  in  this  statute  to  "commerce,"  in  so  far  as 
"  commerce "  may  be  broader  than  "  trade ; "  for,  if  anything  in  this 
indictment  comes  under  the  head  of  "  commerce,"  it  also  comes  under 
the  head  of  "trade."  Nothing  set  forth  in  this  indictment  lies  in 
those  outlying  zones,  if  any,  of  commerce,  which  extend  beyond  the 
confines  of  trade. 

TBOHNIOAL  BfXANING   OF   "  RbSTBAINT   OF   TbAPE." 

The  phrase  "  restraint  of  trade,"  therefore,  upon  the  principles  dis- 
cussed aboyo,  operates  to  evoke  from  the  common  law,  and  to  intro- 
duce into  the  fMeral  Jurisprudence,  a  complete  head  or  title  of  the 
common  law.  *We  come,  then,  to  the  question  of  what  is  meant  in  the 
common  law  by  "restraint  of  trade." 

This  phrase,  like  many  others,  has  at  the  common  law  two  technical 
meanings, — ^a  broader  and  a  narrower.  The  broader  is  generic,  and 
includes  all  technical  "  restraint  of  trade"  The  narrower  is  specific, 
and  includes  only  unlawful  "restraint  of  trade."  The  broader  con- 
Teys  no  obnoxious  suggestion.  The  narrower  is  of  obnoxious  sig- 
nification. In  both  its  senses  the  phrase  means  contractual  restraint, 
and  only  contractual  restraint, — restraint  by  contract,  and  only  by 
contract  Both  the  broader  and  the  narrower  meaning  are  well  set 
forth  by  Greenh.  Pub,  Pol.  683. 

The  phrase,  "  in  restraint  of  trade,"  is  almost  always  used  in  the 
common  law  in  connection  with  the  word  "contract."  or,  less  fre- 
quently, "  combination."  In  its  less  common  connection  with  the  word 
"  combination,"  the  phrase  merely  indicates  the  Joinder  of  a  consider- 
able number  of  persons  in  a  contract;  limiting  one  or  more,  but  usu- 
ally all  of  them.  When,  as  often  happens,  the  parties  to  a  consider- 
able combination  in  "  restraint  of  trade  "  do  not  trust  each  other,  and 
do  not  wish  to  have  the  burden  of  suing  each  other  to  enforce  the 
contract  they  often  put  their  trade  assets  and  plants  into  the  hands 
of  a  stakeholder,  who  is  to  carry  out  the  lestraining  contract  either 
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according  to  a  detailed  scheme,  or  according  to  his  discretion,  and  so 
make  the  operation  of  the  restraint,  as  it  were,  automatic.  The  stake- 
holder, in  such  case,  becomes,  by  operation  of  law,  a  trustee.  The  re- 
sult of  the  proceeding  is,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  word,  a 
"  trust ; "  and  to  this  peculiar  form  of  trust  the  common  speech  now 
applies,  in  an  exceptional  sense,  and  with  a  hostile  signification,  the 
word  ''trust"  As  to  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade,  see  Id. 
442-459. 

Ck>NSPi]u.oT  IN  Restbaint  ot  Trade  in  the  Criminal  IjAW. 

It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  the  phrase  "in  restraint  of 
trade,"  either  alone  or  in  connection  with  the  word  "conspiracy,"  or 
any  other  word,  had  in  the  criminal  law  a  technical  meaning  broader 
than,  or  different  from,  Its  technical  meaning  in  the  civil  law. 

Such  separate  technical  meaning  in  the  criminal  law,  to  be  effectual 
here,  would  have  to  be  a  meaning  generally  recognized,  and  not  merely 
a  matter  of  personal  or  occasional  nomenclature.  If  such  a  meaning 
existed  in  the  criminal  law,  it  would  appear  in  the  approved  text- 
books,— old  and  new.  In  the  following  text-books  the  words  and 
phrases,  "  restraint  of  trade,"  and  "  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade," 
do  not  appear  (unless  in  some  editions  which  the  defendants'  counsel 
have  not  seen)  in  the  index,  nor  does  the  title  "  Conspiracy,"  although 
it  covers  conspiracies  dealing  with  trade,  allude  to  "restraint  of 
trade."  No  one  of  these  books,  it  is  believed,  uses  the  phrase,  "  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  trade:"  4  Bl.  Comm. ;  Hawk.  P.  C;  Archb. 
Crlm.  Pr.  ft  PI. ;  Chit  Crim.  Law ;  Rob.  Crim.  St ;  Woolr.  Crfan.  Law ; 
Paley,  Conv. ;  Carr.  Crlm.  Law ;  Bish.  Crim.  Law ;  BIsh.  Crim.  Proc. ; 
Whart  Crim.  Law;  Whart  Crim.  PL;  Russ.  Crimes;  Davis,  CrlnL 
Law;  Maugh.  Law;  Lewis,  [626]  Crim.  Code;  Washb.  Crim.  Law; 
May,  Crim.  Law;  Lewis,  U.  S.  Crim.  Law;  LIpp.  Crlm.  Law;  Heard, 
Crlm.  Law ;  Gabb.  Crlm.  Law ;  Fish.  Crlm.  Dig. ;  Pike,  Hist  Crime. 

The  only  instances  of  the  use  of  the  phrase,  "  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  trade,"  or  "  restraint  of  trade,"  in  criminal  law  books,  as  far  as 
the  defendants'  counsel  can  learn,  are  in  the  seventh  edition  of  Ros- 
coe's  Criminal  Evidence,  in  Steph.  Dig.  Crim.  Law,  (1877,)  and  Krle, 
Trade  Un.  The  chapter  in  Roscoe  on  "Conspiracies  in  Restraint  of 
Trade  "  was  prepared  by  Sir  James  Fitsjames  Stephen,  as  he  tells  us 
In  his  "Digest  of  the  Oimlnal  Law,"  (1877,  note  18?  p.  383.)  Sir 
James  Stephen  had  then  been  engaged  for  more  than  10  years  in  the 
study  of  the  criminal  law  from  a  scientific  point  of  view,  and  chiefly 
with  reference  to  legislation.  Steph.  Hist  CriuL  Law,  (1883,) 
preface.  What  he  wrote  in  Roscoe  was  subsequently  elaborated  by 
him  in  his  "  History  of  the  Criminal  Law,"  without  material  change 
The  nomenclature,  "Conspiracies  in  Restraint  of  Trade,"  In  Roscoe, 
is  therefore  a  personal  nomenclature  of  a  broad  and  scientific  student 
of  criminal  law,  looking  more  to  the  future  than  to  the  present  or 
the  past,  and  of  such  public  and  scholarly  position  as  to  be  entitled, 
if  he  so  desired,  to  make  a  slight  change  of  nomenclature.  The  pro- 
priety, however,  of  his  change  of  nomenclature,  if  there  was  such, 
does  not  make  his  phrase  a  technical  nomenclature  of  the  conunon 
law. 

In  his  "  Digest  of  the  Criminal  Law,"  (1877,)  all  that  he  says  in 
the  text  upon  this  head  is  included  in  articles  390-392,  and  note  18. 
But  what  he  there  says  begs  the  question  how  far  violence  is  to  be 
considered  in  the  matter  of  "  restraint  of  trade" 

Erie  on  the  Law  Relating  to  Trade  Unions  is  not  a  text  book  at  all. 
It  does  not  profess  to  be  written  peculiarly  for  lawyers,  and  is  per- 
fectly at  liberty  to  use  popular  nomenclature.    Moreover,  it  is  a  book 
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written  In  sappoit  of  a  tbeory  as  to  freedom  of  trade  at  the  common 
]aw» — a  theory  wbicb,  as  Mr.  Justice  Stephen  shows,  is  erroneous. 

An  examination  of  the  ESnglish  Statutes  relating  to  offenses  against 
trade  fails,  with  the  exception  of  one  preamble,  to  detect  the  use,  in 
a  criminal  sense,  of  the  phrase,  '*  in  restraint  of  trade" 

(1720,)  7  Geo.  I.  St  1,  a  18;  (1725,)  12  Geo.  I.  a  84;  (1749,)  22 
Geo.  IL  c.  27;  (1772,)  12  Geo.  III.  c.  71;  (1777.)  17  Geo.  III.  c  65; 
(1796,)  86  Geo.  III.  c.  Ill;  (1800,)  39  &  40  Geo.  III.  a  106,  repealing 
30  <3eo.  III.  a  81 ;  (1824,)  6  Geo.  lY.  c  96;  (1825,)  6  Geo.  IV.  c  129; 
(1844,)  7  ft  8  Vict  c.  24. 

Preamble:  ''Whereas,  it  is  expedient  tiiat  snch  statates,  [fore- 
stalling and  regrating,]  and  other  statutes  made  in  hindrance  and  in 
restraint  of  trade,  be  repealed."  (1859,)  22  Vict  c  84;  (1875,)  88 
ft  39  Vict  a  86.    Here  **  restraint "  is  plainly  contractnaL 

TBOHinoAL  Meaning  ot  "  Monopouzk." 

The  word  "monopolise,"  and  its  noun,  "monopoly,"  hare  in  the 
law,  and  had  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  a  technical  mean- 
ing. In  so  far  as  they  implied  any  excluslye  privilege  not  resting 
upon  a  government  franchise,  or  upon  individual  ownership  of  prop- 
erty* they  involve  the  idea  of  contract  4  Bl.  Ck>mm.  169;  Ray,  Ck>n- 
tract  Ldm.  210-245;  Greenh.  Pub.  Pol.  676  et  seq.;  Ricks,  J.,  In  re 
Coming,  51  Fed.  Rep.  206. 

It  is  not,  in  the  legal  sense,  "monopolizing,"  to  raise  upon  one's 
own  ground  all  the  com  or  wheat  for  the  subsistence  of  a  community. 
Like  tbe  terms,  "restraint  of  trade,"  and  "contract  in  restraint  of 
trade,"  "  monopoly  "  has,  in  the  ccHumon  law,  a  broader  and  favorable 
sense,  including  Just  and  rightful  monopolies,  such  as  patents  or  copy- 
rights, and  a  narrower  and  obnoxious  sense,  embracing  only  monopo- 
lies counter  to  law  or  public  policy.  "Monopoly"  is  limited,  in  its 
broader  or  favorable  sense,  to  public  franchise,  private  ownership,  or 
contract  In  its  narrower  and  obnoxious  sense,  it  is  limited  to  un- 
lawful contractual  means.  It  is  not  monopolizing  for  a  band  of  des- 
peradoes to  invade  an  isolated  community,  and  rob  it  of  its  winter's 
store.  He  only  monopolizes,  in  the  invidious  legal  sense  of  the  word, 
who  with  wrongful  intent  buys  up,  or  attempts  to  buy  up,  the  whole, 
or  substantially  the  whole,  of  a  given  commodity  in  a  given  locality, 
or  at  least  contracts,  or  attempts  to*  contract,  for  the  control  of  it^ 
Oases  cited  above.  Section  2  of  tbe  statute,  therefore,  undertakes  to 
punish  nothing  but  the  making  of  a  particular  form  [627]  of  con- 
tract,— usually  a  contract  of  purchase, — and  conspiracies,  and  at- 
tempts to  make,  or  to  promote  the  making  of,  or  perhaps  to  enforce, 
SBch  contracts.  This  effect  of  these  technical  words  in  the  statute 
has  been  repeatedly  recognized.  U.  S,  v.  Qreenhutt  50  Fed.  Rep.  469 ; 
In  re  Coming,  cited  above ;  U.  8.  v.  Qreenhut,  51  Fed.  Rep.  206;  In  re 
Oreene,  62  Fed.  Repu  104;  In  re  TerreU,  (U.  S,  v.  Qreenhut,)  51  Fed. 
Rep.  213. 

The  mere  fact  that  Bngland  and  the  several  states  have  varied  in 
details,  or  npon  the  shades  of  meaning  and  the  precise  scope  of  tech- 
nical expressions,  does  not  make  it  improper  for  congress  to  employ 
them.  At  the  times  of  enactment  of  the  various  federal  penal  statutes, 
England  and  the  several  states  have  differed  somewhat  upon  the  de- 
tails of  the  various  offenses.  None  the  less,  there  was  a  generally 
understood  crime  of  "  murder,"  "  forgery,"  "  robbery,"  "  piracy,"  etc., 
settled  in  its  outlines,  and  in  most  of  its  details,  to  such  a  degree  that 
the  fedonU  courts  could  have  no  difficulty  in  fixing  by  its  definition 
the  meaning  of  those  words  in  the  federal  statutes.  BaU  v.  U.  8., 
dted  above;  Moore  v.  U.  8.,  91  U.  S.  270. 
10870*»— a  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 11 
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€k>NTBAOTUAL  OBABACTEE  OF  THE   STATUTE   SHOWN  BT   SECTION   6. 

Section  6  of  the  statute  In  question  provides :  "Any  property  owned 
under  any  contract,  or  by  any  combination,  or  pursuant  to  any  con- 
spiracy, (and  being  the  subject  thereof,)  mentioned  in  section  1  of 
this  act,  and  being  in  the  course  of  transportation  from  one  state  to 
another,  or  to  a  foreign  country,  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  United 
States,  and  may  be  seized  and  condemned  by  like  proceedings  as 
those  provided  by  law  for  the  forfeiture,  seizure,  and  condemnation 
of  property  imported  into  the  United  States  contrary  to  law."  The 
phrase,  "property  owned  ♦  •  •  pursuant  to  any  conspiracy," 
does  not  refer  to  property  of  the  character  of  burglars*  tools  or 
counterfeiters'  dies;  that  is,  mere  vulgar  implements  of  crime.  It 
means  conmiercial  property.  By  the  procedure  referred  to  in  the 
section,  it  is  not  property  to  be  destroyed,  like  gaming  implements, 
but  property  to  be  sold.  Nor  is  it  property  merely  in  the  possession 
of  conspirators ;  that  is,  property  which  they  may  have  got  by  intimi- 
dation or  robbery  or  assault  It  is  property  "  owned  "  pursuant  to  a 
conspiracy;  that  is,  title  has  vested  pursuant  to  a  conspiracy.  The 
conspiracy  in  the  statute,  therefore,  is  conspiracy  aiming  to  operate 
by  the  making  or  the  furtherance  of  limiting  contracts,  or  contracts 
of  aggregation,  or  monopolizing  contracts. 

Nabboweb  Meaning  of  "Restbaint  of  Tbade"  and  "  Monopouzb,*' 
THE  Meaning  of  the  Statute. 

It  has  been  remarked  above  that  the  phrases,  "  restraint  of  trade  ** 
and  "  monopolize,"  have  each  two  significations  in  the  common  law, — 
a  broader,  including  legal  and  illegal  restraint  and  monopoly,  and  a 
narrow  and  invidious  and  highly  elaborated  meaning,  including  only 
certain  formd  of  restraint  and  monopoly  obnoxious  to  public  policy. 
Such  broader  and  narrower  uses  of  a  term  in  the  law  is  very  common. 
According  to  the  case  the  court  will  apply  the  one  or  the  other. 

It  is  really  immaterial  to  the  defendants  in  this  case  to  consider 
whether  the  broader  or  the  narrower  sense  of  these  terms  in  tlie  law 
is  to  be  taken ;  whether  the  statute  contemplates  all  restraints  and  all 
monopolies, — lawful  or  unlawful  at  the  common  law, — or  only  such 
restraint  or  monopoly  as  was  unlawful  at  the  common  law, — since 
in  either  sense  of  the  term  the  restraint  or  monopoly  was  contractual, 
and  there  is  nothing  of  the  sort  in  the  indictment,  and  since  he  adop- 
tion of  the  broader  meaning  would  justify,  as  will  shortly  be  shown, 
the  widespread  ix>pular  suspicion  of  unconstitutionality  of  the  act  The 
defendants  could  ask  nothing  better.  They  propose,  however,  to 
present  their  view  of  the  statute.  Their  view  is  that  the  terms  **  re- 
straint "  and  "  monopolize  "  are  used  in  the  statute  in  their  narrower 
and  obnoxious  meaning,  and  that  the  sole  operation  of  the  act,  there- 
fore, is  to  import  into  the  federal  Jurisprudence,  civil  and  criminal,  the 
technical  condemnatory  principles  of  the  common  law  (civil  and  crim- 
inal, respectively)  in  respect  of  restraint  of  trade  and  monopoly,  in 
the  narrower  and  invidious  sense  of  those  words,  and  pos-  [628]  sibly 
to  extend  those  principles  slightly  beyond  the  realm  of  "  trade  "  into  the 
outlying  zones  of  "commerce,"  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  statute 
operates  precisely  like  most  other  federal  illegalizing  or  penal  statutes, 
merely  to  bring  within  the  federal  Jurisdiction,  to  the  extent  of  the 
federal  constitution,  principles  of  illegality  and  criminality  already 
hi  full  operation  in  the  states  and  in  the  state  courts. 
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The  statute,  read  literally,  punishee  all  combinatioua,  all  contracts, 
In  restraint  of  interstate  or  international  commerce,  without  excep- 
tion ;  all  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  soch  commerce ;  all  monopolizing, 
all  attempts  at  monopolizing;  all  combinations  and  all  conspiracies 
to  monopolize  any  part  of  such  commerce^  Its  language  is  sweeping 
and  unqualified.  But  at  the  date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  there  ex- 
isted, under  constitutional  protection,  vested  rights  of  property  and  of 
personal  liberty,  dependent  for  their  existence  upon  a  complete  in- 
terstate monopoly  and  restraint  There  were  vested  patent  and  copy- 
right rights,  not  only  the  rights  of  patentees  and  copyright  holders, 
but,  as  necessarily  incident  thereto,  countless  derivatiye  rights  of 
absolute  monopoly  and  restraint  Gaylar  t.  Wilder,  10  How.  477,  484 ; 
Machine  Co.  t.  Morae,  103  Mass.  73;  Gray,  J.,  Central  Transp,  Co,  v. 
Pullman*8  Palace  Car  Co,,  139  U.  S.  24,  53,  11  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  478. 

Existing  rights  of  this  character,  both  principal  and  derlyatlTe, 
although  bom  of  federal  statute,  are  none  the  less  rights  which  con- 
gress cannot  disturb.  U,  8.  v.  Bums,  12  Wall.  246;  Cammeyer  t. 
Newton,  94  U.  S.  225 ;  James  t.  Campbell,  104  U.  S.  85a  There  are 
also  common-law  contract  rights  which  it  Is  beyond  thepower  of  con- 
gress to  impair.    Railroad  Co.  t.  Richmond,  19  Wall.  58^ 

An  attempt  to  disturb  such  rights  would  be  unconstitutional;  and 
a  statute  ought,  if  possible,  to  be  so  construed  as  to  make  it  con- 
stitutional. Presser  y.  State  of  Illinois,  116  U.  S.  252,  6  Sup.  Gt  Rep. 
680;  Parsons  y.  Bedford,  3.  Pet  433;  Brewer  y.  Blougher,  14  Pet  178; 
Supervisors  v.  Brogden,  112  U.  S.  261,  5  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  125;  V.  8.  y. 
Central  Pac,  R.  Co.,  118  U.  S.  235,  6  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  1038. 

Gongress  could  not  therefore,  haye  intended  to  use  the  words  of  the 
statute  in  their  broad,  literal  sense. 

But  a  further  exclusion  must  be  made.  Byoi  in  matters  not  pro- 
tected by  the  constitution,  as  rights  of  property  or  liberty,  there  are 
neyertheless  many  forms  of  restraint  of  trade,  and  many  forms  of 
monopoly,  which  the  law  recognizes.  Under  this  head  come  many  legal 
and  partial  restraints,  which,  by  reason  of  their  legal  and  partial 
character,  are  yiewed  as  not  in  conflict  with  the  policy  of  the  law, 
and  therefore  were,  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  legal.  For 
example,  traders  may  lawfully  allot  themselyes  exdusiye  territory, 
(Wickens  y.  Evans,  4  Gar.  &  P.  859,)  or  otherwise  agree  to  '*  equalize  " 
business,  (Collins  y.  Locke,  L.  R.  4  App.  Gas.  674,)  or  to  restrain  an 
unreasonable  and  ruinous  competition,  (Mogul  Steamship  Co,  y.  Mo- 
Gregor,  Oou>  d  Co.,  L.  R.  [1892]  App.  Gas.  25.) 

The  test  always,  is  whether  a  glyen  restraint  is  reasonable  or  not 
Assuming  that  congress  had  power  to  change  this,  and  to  make  all 
such  restraints  and  monopolies,  in  so  far  as  they  were  not  constitu- 
tionally protected  rights  of  property,  illegal  and  penal,  it  is  perfectly 
plain  that  congress  meant  no  such  thing.  If  congress  had  power  to 
make  it  Illegal  and  penal  for  a  small  trader  engaged  in  local  Inter- 
state commerce  to  sell  out  his  little  business,  and  to  bind  himself  not 
to  renew  it  within  20  miles,  congress  certainly  did  not  intend  to  do  any- 
thing of  the  sort  Nor  did  congress  intend  to  interfere  at  all  with 
most  of  those  restraints  and  monopolies  which  in  the  statutes  haye 
always  been  regarded  as  right  and  legal,  such,  for  example,  as  an  agree- 
ment of  the  publisher  of  an  edition  de  luxe  to  limit  the  number  of 
copies ;  or  of  an  author  not  to  publish  a  riyal  text-book ;  or  of  a  part- 
ner, to  glye  his  exclusiye  attention  to  firm  business ;  or  of  the  owner 
of  a  trade  secret,  looking  to  the  preseryation  of  his  secret    These 
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and  many  other  similar  agreements  would  be  prohibited  by  this  statute 
If  the  broad  construction  were  given  to  the  term,  *'  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce."    It  Is  patent  that  congress  meant  nothing  of  the  sort 

[099]  It  Is  plain,  then,  that  congress  did  not  Intend  to  oorer  all  re- 
straints and  monopolies  of  interstate  trad&  Certain  restraints  and 
monopolies  must  be  eliminated  as  being  vested  rights ;  and  others,  as 
plainly  ontside  the  Intention  of  congress.  Bnt  how  is  the  line  of  elimi- 
nation to  be  drawn?  Not  arbitrarily,  by  the  courts,  but  by  rules  of  law. 
If  at  all.  The  only  rules  of  law  that  can  be  Invoked  are  the  foregoing 
rules  of  Interpretation,  limiting  the  statute  (a)  to  coutrar;tual  restraint 
and  monopoly;  and,  (b)  further,  to  such  contractual  restraint  and 
monopoly  as  were  already  Illegal  or  criminal  at  the  common  law. 

This  Con STBUcnon  Adopted  in  the  Leoislation  ot  BIant  States. 

The  act  In  question  is  the  result  of  a  popular  agitation  against  the 
development  of  the  modern  **  trust," — an  agitation  which,  since  1888, 
has  led  to  the  passage  of  similar  statutes  in  many  states.  It  Is  proper 
to  refer  to  these  statutes,  as  throwing  light  upon  the  probable  intent 
of  congress  in  the  passage  of  this  act  Piatt  v.  Railroad  Co.^  09  U.  S. 
48.  An  examination  of  these  statutes  shows  that  they  are  In  the  main 
declaratory  of  the  common  law.  As  we  have  seen,  at  common  law, 
contracts  to  limit  competition,  unduly  raise  prices,  or  reduce  produc- 
tion, were  Illegal.  These  statutes,  in  terms,  simply  extend  this  prin- 
ciple to  combinations  or  conspiracies  to  make  such  contracts,  the  ob- 
ject being  to  get  around  the  practical  difficulty  of  proving  an  actual 
binding  contract  to  do  these  acts.  In  view  of  title  secrecy  surrounding 
*' trusts,**  this  difficulty  had  become  a  great  obstacle  in  the  way  of 
Justice.  These  acts  simply  make  illegal  any  combination  organized  f6r 
the  purpose  of  making  such  contracts,  whether  the  contracts  are  com- 
pleted or  not  But  in  almost  all  it  is  expressly  stated  or  implied  that 
it  is  combinations  proceeding  by  way  of  contract  not  combinations 
using  fraud  or  violence,  that  are  within  the  contemplation  of  these 
statutes.  The  conspiracies  to  commit  frauds  or  crimes  were  punish- 
able by  the  common  law  of  such  states.  The  statutes  referred  to  are : 
Laws  Ala.  1890-1891,  c.  202;  Laws  111.  1891,  p.  206;  Laws  Iowa,  1890, 
c.  28;  Laws  Kan.  1889,  c  257;  Laws  La.  1890,  No.  86;  Laws  Me. 
1889,  c  266;  Laws  Mich.  1889,  c.  225;  Laws  Minn.  1891,  c.  10;  Laws 
Miss.  1890,  c  36;  Laws  Neb.  1889,  c  69;  Laws  N.  Y.  1892,  a  688,  i  7; 
Laws  N.  a  1889,  c  874;  Laws  S.  D.  1890,  c  164;  Laws  Tenn.  1891,  e. 
218 ;  Laws  Tex.  1889,  a  117. 

The  act  of  July  2,  1890,  Intends,  in  its  concise  wording,  to  aooom- 
pllsh  what  the  above  statutes  set  forth  at  length,  1.  e.  not  to  extend  the 
range  of  contracts  already  illegal  at  common  law,  as  in  restraint  of 
trade,  but  to  punish  combinations  aiming  to  restrain  Interstate  trade 
by  similar  contracts. 

BxoEFT  ON  Defendahts*  Constbuction,  Range  or  Statute  Au^ost 

UNLIMrrED. 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  criminal  law  that  one  who  Is  engaged  in  an 
undertaking  unlawful  in  itself  Is  criminally  liable,  not  only  for  direct 
results  of  his  action,  but  for  results  naturally  flowing  therefrom,  indi- 
rect and  uncontemplated.  If  A.  Joins  B.  in  robbery,  and  B.  uses  such 
violence  as  to  cause  death,  A.  and  B.  are  both  liable  for  murder. 

It  Is  another  general  rule  of  criminal  law  that  where  persons  are 
guilty  of  a  given  offense,  they  are  also  guilty  of  a  criminal  conspiracy 
to  commit  that  offense,  and  that  the  conspiracy  Is  not  merged  In  the 
completed  offense. 
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It  follows  from  these  two  principles  that,  if  two  or  more  persons  loin 
in  the  commission  of  an  act  of  an  intrinsically  unlawful  character, 
th^  are  criminally  liable— First,  for  the  act  which  they  intend,  and 
which  th^  commit;  second,  for  a  conspiracy  to  commit  that  act; 
third,  for  indirect  results;  and,  fourth,  for  a  conspiracy  to  commit 
natural,  although  unintended*  results.  It  follows  that  if  two  or  more 
persons  commit  an  act  of  murder,  robbery,  forgery,  shop-breaking, 
store-burning,  champerty,  or  maintenance,  which  in  fact  has  a  natural, 
although  unintended,  result  of  interference  with  interstate  commerce, 
th^  are  liable  criminally  for  a  conspiracy  to  interfere  with  interstate 
commerce,  if  the  statute  broadly  covers  conspiracy  merely  to  interfere 
with  it 

[680]  In  most  serious  offenses,  more  persons  than  one  are  involyed, 
and  a  large  proportion  of  the  serious  crime,  more  or  less  directly,  and 
often  quite  closely,  affects  interstate  commerce.  If,  therefore,  "re- 
straint" of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  this  statute  means 
broadly  interference  with  it,  it  follows  that  this  statute  operates  to 
bring  within  the  federal  Jurisdiction,  in  the  guise  of  *'  conspiracy,"  a 
very  large  proportion  of  all  the  serious  crime  within  the  states. 

Furthermore,  where  congress  takes  Jurisdiction  of  a  given  range  of 
crimes,  its  Jurisdiction  is  exclusive  of  that  of  the  states.  Where  it 
takes  Jurisdiction,  not  strictly  of  the  crimes,  but  of  a  federal  aspect 
of  the  crimes,  then  acts  may  be  punished  twice, — once,  as  a  breach 
of  state  law ;  again,  as  a  breach  of  federal  law.  It  follows,  therefore, 
from  the  government's  theory  of  this  statute,  either  that  this  statute 
has  divested  the  states  of  Jurisdiction  of  conspiracy  in  a  great  field 
of  the  criminal  law,  relating  to  murders,  etc,  or  else  that  ordinary 
offenders  are  now  liable  to  be  punished  twice, — once  in  the  state 
courts,  for  the  completed  act,  or  for  conspiracy  to  commit  it ;  a  second 
time,  under  this  statute,  in  the  federal  courts,  for  conspiracy  to 
commit  it. 

These  singular  results  of  the  government's  theory  of  the  statute 
sufficiently  condemn  that  theory.  For  a  similar  course  of  reasoning 
by  the  supreme  court  upon  a  question  of  constitutionality,  see  V.  8,  v. 
Harris,  106  U.  S.  629,  642,  at  page  643,  1  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  601,  at  pages 
612,618. 

Question  of  CJonstitutionality. 

THE  defendants'  FOBEGOINO  CONSTRUCTION  ESSENTIAL  TO  CWNBTTnTTION- 
AIJTT,  FBOM  SEVEBAL  POINTS  OF  VIEW. 

If  a  federal  statute  undertakes  to  include,  in  one  indiscriminate 
condemnation,  classes  of  acts  which  congress  can  constitutionally 
punish,  and  classes  of  acts  which  congress  cannot  constitutionally 
punish,  it  is  unconstitutional  and  void  as  to  both  classes  of  acts.  U.  S, 
V.  Reese,  02  U.  S.  214;  U,  8.  v.  Harris,  106  U.  S.  629,  642,  1  Sup.  C5t 
Rep.  601 ;  Baldtoin  v.  Franks,  120  U.  S.  678,  7  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  656,  763 ; 
Trade-Mark  Oases,  100  U.  S.  82;  Virginia  Coupon  Oases,  114  U.  S.  270, 
at  page  804,  6  Sup.  Gt  Rep.  921,  922 ;  Leloup  v.  Port  of  MoUle,  127 
n.  S.  647,  8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1880.  **  It  would  certainly  be  dangerous," 
say  the  supreme  court  by  Walte,  0.  J.,  In  U.  8.  v.  Reese,  92  U.  S.  214, 
at  page  221,  '*  If  the  legislature  could  set  a  net  large  enough  to  catch 
all  ixMsible  offenders,  and  leave  it  to  the  courts  to  step  inside,  and  say 
who  could  be  rightfully  detained,  and  who  should  be  set  at  large." 

In  other  words,  when  congress  enters  a  given  field  of  legislation, 
over  which  it  has  partial  power,  it  must  specify  in  its  legislation  what 
part  of  the  field  it  proposes  to  occupy,  and  the  part  so  specified  must 
be  wholly  within  its  constitutional  reach. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  a  statute  cannot  be  saved  from  the 
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operation  of  this  rule  by  construction,  merely  by  reading  into  it  the 
words,  ••  this  statute  to  operate  so  far  only  as  it  can  constitutionally 
operate.'*    Such  a  construction  would  nullify  the  rule. 

It  is  true  that  there  may  be  a  federal  statute,  in  part  constitutional, 
in  part  unconstitutional,  of  which  the  constitutional  part  may  stand, 
while  the  unconstitutional  part  falls.  It  is  necessary,  howev«r,  to 
the  operation  of  this  rule,  that  the  constitutional  and  the  unconstitu- 
tional parts  be  capable  of  verbal  separation,  so  that  each  may  be  read 
by  itself.  Baldtoin  v.  Franks,  120  U.  S.  678,  at  page  686,  7  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  656,  763 ;  C7.  8,  v.  Reese,  92  U.  S.  214,  at  page  221. 

At  the  date  of  the  passage  of  this  act,' there  existed  numerous  rested 
rights,  of  lawful  restraint  and  monopoly,  constitutionally  protected,— 
among  them,  patent  copyright,  and  other  monopoly  rights,  and  their 
derivative  rights  of  lawful  restraint,  particularly  referred  to  above. — 
all  requiring  for  their  existence  an  interstate  operation.  The  letter 
of  the  statute  covers  all  these  rights.  If,  when  properly  construed  by 
the  rules  of  statutory  interpretation,  it  still  covers  them,  it  Is  uncon- 
stitutional and  void.  It  cannot  be  construed  down,  as  we  have  seen, 
by  the  easy  device  of  reading  into  it  the  words,  "  this  act  to  operate 
only  so  far  as  it  is  constitutional."  Some  other  narrowing  rule  of 
construction  must  be  invoked  to  save  it  But  the  only  rules  which  can 
[681]  be  invoked  are  the  rules  suggested  above.  The  only  way,  there- 
fore, to  make  this  statute  constitutional,  Is  to  read  its  words  and 
phrases  as  Including,  in  their  civil  aspect,  only  acts  already  unlawful 
in  the  states,  and,  in  their  criminal  aspect,  only  acts  already  criminal 
in  the  states. 

The  defendants'  counsel  have  no  call  to  argue  that  the  statute  is 
constitutional.  But  it  Is  familiar  law  that,  when  a  statute  lacks 
literal  sufficiency  merely  by  being  terse  and  elliptical  in  expression, 
the  courts  may  read  words  into  it  to  narrow  or  enlarge  it  U,  8.  v. 
Kirhu,  7  Wall.  482;  17.  8.  v.  Carll,  105  U.  S.  611,  cited  above.  And 
a  statute  ought  of  course,  if  possible,  to  be  so  construed  as  to  make 
it  constitutional.  Presser  v.  State  of  Illinois,  116  U.  S.  252,  6  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  580;  Parsons  v.  Bedford,  3  Pet  433;  U.  8,  v.  Coombs,  12 
Pet  72;  Brewer  v.  Blout/her,  14  Pet  178;  Supervisors  v.  Brogden, 
112  U.  S.  261,  5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  125;  V.  8.  ▼.  Central  Pac.  R.  Co.,  118 
U.  S.  235,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1038. 

The  defendants'  foregoing  construction  is  essential  to  constitution- 
ality from  another  standpoint 

Throwing  out  of  consideration,  for  the  moment  those  lawful 
monopolies  and  restraints  which  are  vested,  and  constitutionally 
protected,  there  are,  we  have  seen,  numberless  lawful  restraints  of 
trade,  necessarily  involving  interstate  trade  and  commerce,  all  of 
which  it  is  absurd  to  suppose  that  congress  intended  to  cut  off.  To 
interpret  the  statute  as  cutting  them  off  would  be  to  make  a  new 
statute.  If,  among  those  restraints,  not  all  of  which  congress  in- 
tended to  cut  off,  the  statute  provides  no  line  between  those  whicli  it 
does  and  those  which  it  does  not  mean  to  cut  off,  the  statute  is  un- 
constitutional for  vagueness  in  undertaking  to  delegate  its  legis- 
lative powers  to  the  courts.    17.  8.  v.  Oruikshank,  cited  above. 

From  still  another  point  of  view  the  statute,  except  upon  the  de- 
fendants* foregoing  construction  of  it,  is  unconstitutional. 

Congress  cannot  punish  all  acts  of  interference  with  interstate 
commerce,  however  remote.  It  is  only  acts  having  a  proximate  re- 
lation to  a  head  of  constitutional  power  that  congress  can  take  cog- 
nizance of.  But  as  has  been  stated,  the  line  between  federal  and 
state  power  is  in  almost  every  direction  an  arbitrary  line.  The 
question  of  proximity  or  remoteness  to  the  federal  right  is  a  matter 
of   degree.    This   is  peculiarly   true   in   interstate   commerce.    The 
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line  between  the  federal  and  tbe  state  jurisdiction  Is  an  arbitrary 
and  fluctuating  line,  and  the  highest  courts  are  constantly  divided 
upon  it.  The  line  fixed  by  the  breaking  of  an  original  package, 
although  a  practical  line,  is  a  purely  arbitrary  line.  The  constitu- 
tional power  of  congressional  legislation  in  Interstate  commerce 
begins  with  a  vanishing  line  which  ends  in  state  commerce.  At 
some  point  upon  that  line,  in  each  class  of  transactions,  must  be 
fixed  an  arbitrary  point  between  interstate  and  state  commerce. 
Technical  "  restraint  of  trade "  and  "  monopoly."  in  the  unfavorable 
senses  of  those  words,  would  be  within  the  interstate  power  of  con- 
gress; but  not  all  interference  with  interstate  trade  or  commerce 
would  be  within  the  constitutional  power  of  congress,  because  it 
would  be  at  the  state  end  of  the  vanishing  line.  If  the  statute, 
when  properly  construed,  itself  provides  no  way  of  fixing  the  field 
within  which  it  proposes  to  act,  but  undertakes  to  cover  all  inter- 
ference with  interstate  commerce,  then  it  covers  such  Interference 
as  is  too  remote  for  federal  action,  as  well  as  that  which  is  proxi- 
mate. It  embraces,  therefore,  with  matters  which  congress  can  con- 
stitutionally deal  with,  matters  which  it  cannot  constitutionally  deal 
with,  and  therefore  follows  under  the  constitutional  principle  now 
being  discussed.  The  statute  can  be  interpreted  out  of  vagueness, 
and  too  great  generality  of  reach,  into  constitutionality,  only  by 
restricting  it  to  technical,  contractual  restraint  of  trade,  and  tech- 
nical monopoly,  in  the  unfavorable  senses  of  those  words. 

It  is  further  essential  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  that 
there  be  read  into  it  the  requirement  of  a  specific  intent  to  invade 
Interstate  commerce,  as  such,  and  knowledge  of  its  character  as 
interstate  commerce,  in  so  far  as  such  knowledge  is  essential  to  this 
conscious  Intent. 

It  lias  been  stated  above  that,  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  the  criminal 
law,  persons  are  criminally  liable,  not  only  for  direct,  but  for  in- 
direct, and  even  uncontemplated,  natural  results  of  their  action, 
and  also  for  conspiracy  to  commit  such  indirect  and  uncontemplated 
results.  A  mere  provision  in  a  statute,  or  allegation  in  an  indict- 
ment, therefore,  of  a  conspiracy  to  do  a  certain  thing,  [632]  does  not 
necessarily  require  or  imply  actual  knowledge,  or  a  conscious,  specific 
intent  to  do  that  particular  thing.  If  two  men,  engaged  in  a  plan  of 
robbery,  commit  murder,  without  intending  to  commit  it,  and  murder 
is  a  natural,  although  uncontemplated,  result  of  their  plan  of  robbery. 
they  are  guilty,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  of  a  conspiracy  to 
commit  murder.  This  statute,  therefore,  taken  literally,  covers  all 
cases  wbere  persons  (at  least  when  engaged  in  an  act  malum  in  se) 
reach,  without  knowing  it,  and  without  contemplating  it,  a  result 
which  amounts  to  restraint  or  monopoly  of  interstate  trade  or  com- 
merce, in  whatever  sense  "restraint"  and  "monopoly"  be  taken. 
But  most  acts  of  serious  wrongdoing  are  committed  by  two  or  more 
participants,  and  a  large  proportion  of  the  serious  crime  more  or 
lees  closely  affects  interstate  commerce.  It  follows,  therefore,  that 
unless  there  be  read  into  the  statute  a  requirement  of  a  npecific 
intent  of  discrimination  or  attack  upon  federal  rights,  as  such,  every 
instance  of  robbery,  burglary,  murder,  theft,  shop-burning,  store- 
breaking,  champerty,  or  other  act  malum  in  se,  in  which  there  are 
two  or  more  participants,  which  has  the  result,  although  uncontem- 
plated, of  restraining  or  monopolizing  interstate  commerce,  is  brought 
by  the  act  within  the  federal  Jurisdiction,  under  the  guise  of  con- 
spiracy, since  every  such  joint  act  implies  a  conspiracy  to  commit 
it,  and  the  conspiracy  is  not  merged  in  the  completed  act  Without 
the  requirement  of  intent  and  knowledge,  therefore,  a  large  propor- 
tion of  tbe  serious  crime  of  the  country  may  be  punished  under  this 
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statute,  and  possibly  Is  brought  by  it  within  the  exclusive  Jurisdiction 
of  the  federal  courts.  Such  a  range  of  the  statute  would  be  enor- 
mously extended  by  the  gOTemment's  theory  of  the  loose  meaning 
of  the  phrase,  "restraint  of  trade,"  and  "monopoly."  Under  that 
meaning,  and  under  the  principles  stated  above,  no  limits  could  be  set 
to  the  extension  of  federal  criminal  Jurisprudence  effected  by  this 
act 

This  reasoning  forces  us  to  the  conclusion,  either  that  the  statute 
is  unconstitutional,  or  that  a  requirement  of  knowledge  and  spe- 
cific intent  to  invade  federal  rights  must  be  read  into  it  17.  8.  t. 
Harris,  106  U.  S.  629,  1  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  601 ;  V.  8.  t.  Fojd,  04  U.  a  315; 
U.  8.  V.  WaddeU,  112  U.  S.  76,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  85;  Logan  v.  17.  «.,  144 
U.  S.  263, 12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  617. 

In  order  to  save  the  act  in  question,  we  must  then  read  "  conspira- 
cies in  restraint  of  trade,"  etc.,  as  if  written,  "  conspiracies  to  restrain 
trade,"  etc.,  making  an  essential  element  of  the  crime  an  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  criminal  to  restrain  interstate  commerce.  It  Is  evident 
that  such  was  the  intention  of  congress.  Section  2  of  the  act  reads, 
"  conspiracy  to  monopolize,"  showing  that  an  intention  to  monopolize 
is  an  element  of  the  crime.  It  is  not  probable  that  congress  intended 
to  give  a  wider  scope  to  section  1.  The  natural  expression  would  be 
"conspiracy  to  restrain."  The  fact  that  congress  has  departed  from 
this  natural  form  of  words,  and  has  used  the  term,  "conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  trade,"  etc.,  is  accounted  for  by  the  reasoning  of  the  first 
part  of  this  brief,  namely,  that  the  words,  "in  restraint  of  trade," 
were  used  l>ecause  of  their  well-known  technical  meaning. 

Aside  fbok  Question  or  CoNSTrruTioNAurr,  Enowledob  Essential. 

A  fifth  limitation  must  be  put  upon  the  words  of  the  statute.  In 
terms,  it  covers  acts  of  the  character  described,  whether  done  with 
guilty  knowledge  or  not  There  are,  indeed,  petty  police  offenses  in 
which  a  knowledge  of  the  facts  is  not  an  essential  to  criminality,  and 
occasionally  a  statute  creating  a  serious  crime  has  been  held  to  dis- 
pense with  the  requirement  of  knowledge.  Cases  of  the  latter  class, 
however,  are  few  and  exceptional,  and  have  been  made,  as  a  rule, 
against  a  strong  dissent  and  against  the  weight  of  autliority  upon 
similar  statutes;  and  invariably,  where  the  requirement  of  guilty 
knowledge  is  held  to  be  dispensed  with  by  a  statute,  the  decision  Is 
rested,  not  upon  any  principle  of  criminal  law  as  to  dls^pensing  with 
knowledge,  but  upon  a  mere  construction  of  the  particular  statute,  in 
view  of  supposed  requirements  of  public  policy,  and  in  all  cases  upon  the 
feasibility,  in  the  particular  matter  in  question,  of  obtaining  all  neces- 
sary knowledge,  and  the  propriety,  therefore,  in  that  particular  field  of 
action,  of  imposing  upon  one  about  to  act  the  responsibility  of  inquir- 
ing into  the  facts,  and  of  acting  at  his  peril.  See,  in  i! lustration  of 
this,  the  decisions  and  the  opinions  in  Com.  v.  Maah,  7  Mete.  (Mass.) 
472,  as  compared  with  Squire  t.  States  46  Ind.  [633]  467,  and  Reg.  t. 
Tolson,  23  Q.  B.  Div.  168,  16  Cox,  Crim.  Cas.  629.  See,  also,  Reg,  v. 
Bishop,  5  Q.  B.  Div.  259,  14  Cox,  Crim.  Cas.  404,  and  the  curious  series 
of  recent  English  cases  upon  the  subject  of  knowledge  of  age  in  abduc- 
tion. Reg.  V.  Olifler,  10  Cox,  Crim.  Cas.  402;  Reg.  y.  Uihhert,  L.  R.  1 
Cr.  Cas.  184,  11  Cox,  Crim.  Cas.  246;  Reg,  v.  Mycock,  12  Cox,  Crim. 
Cas.  28;  Reg.  v.  Prince,  L.  R.  2  Cr.  Cas.  154,  13  Cox,  Crim.  Cas.  138; 
Reg.  V.  Packer,  16  Cox.  Crim.  Cas.  57. 

The  opinions,  and  the  conflicts  of  opinion,  in  most  of  the  cases  cited 
above,  afford  a  striking  illustration  of  the  subtleties  into  which  one  is 
necessarily  drawn  in  contending  for  an  exceptional  dispensation  from 
the  general  common-law  requirement  of  at  least  constructive  knowl- 
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edge  of  fact  Tbe  forefolng  cases  (which  are  all  exceptional,  and 
ayowedly  stand  upon  highly  exceptional  grounds)  only  serve  to  em- 
phasise the  fact  of  the  general,  and  almost  nnlTersal  requirement  In 
tbe  criminal  law  of  knowledge  of  the  facts.  Opinions  in  support  of 
a  dispensation  with  the  requirement  of  knowledge  are  invariably 
apologetic  in  language. 

To  the  effect  that  the  common  law  (unless  peesibly  in  certain  forms 
of  nuisance.  Rem  ▼.  Medley,  6  <3ar.  &  P.  292 ;  Reg.  t.  Btephene,  L.  R. 
1  (^  B.  7(K2)  Invariably  requires  knowledge  of  the  facts  as  an  essential 
of  guilt,  and  that  in  statute  offenses,  whether  adoptive  of  common-law 
offenses,  or  creative  of  new  crimes,  a  requirement  of  knowledge  Is  to 
be  read  into  the  sUtute,  if  not  there,  see  U.  8.  v.  OarU,  106  U.  S.  611; 
Ocm.  V.  FUhurn,  119  Mass.  297,  (dted  with  approval  in  17.  8.  v.  (Toril, 
cited  above;)  Cwn.  v.  fifte&Miw,  8  Gray,  402;  Reg.  v.  I^ukms,  14  Ctox, 
Grim.  CJas.  327;  Rem  v.  Hail,  8  Car.  ft  P.  409;  I^eoers  Cm0,  1  Hale, 
P.  a  42;  Reg.  v.  Langfard,  Gar.  ft  M.  002,  605. 

This  statute  was  never  intended  to  punish  persons  who  Join  together, 
under  an  innocent  mistake  of  fact,  to  enforce  what  they  believe  to  be  a 
rightful  exclusive  title  in  them.  If  the  purchaser  of  an  alleged  trade 
secret  believes  it  to  be  in  fact  a  secret,  and  believes  that  an  executor 
or  trustee  who  sold  it  to  him  had  a  right  to  sell  it,  and,  if  he  attempts 
tfaerennder  to  restrain  trade  by  a  limiting  contract,  or  to  monopolise 
it,  he  Is  not  within  this  statute,  even  though  mistaken  in  his  facts.  If 
he  Is  within  it,  then  an  indictment  will  lie  against  every  patentee 
who  attempts  to  enforce  his  patent,  if  in  fact  his  patent  is  Invalid 
througrh  priority  or  some  other  fact  unknown  to  him ;  and  no  patentee 
can  attempt  to  enforce  his  rights  except  at  his  peril,  and  at  the  risk 
of  on  infamous  punishment  in  case  he  turns  out  to  have  been  ignorant 
of  some  prior  use,  which  he  could  not  by  the  strictest  diligence  have 
ascertained,  or  have  supposed  to  have  been  made. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  if  the  knowledge  required  under  the  statute 
now  in  question  is  almost  necessarily  a  knowledge  of  a  conclusion 
of  fact,  or  of  mingled  law  and  fact,  namely,  a  knowledge  of  right  and 
title,  or  of  a  lack  of  right  and  title,  knowledge  of  this  character  comes 
as  fully  within  the  general  rule  as  to  knowledge  as  does  knowledge  of 
pure  and  simple  fact  In  (7of».  v.  8tebhin$,  Reg.  v.  Twoee,  Rem  v.  Hall, 
LeveVe  Case,  all  cited  immediately  above,  the  matter  of  **  fact  ^  was  a 
'  conclusion  of  law  and  fact ;  namely,  a  question  of  title 

It  Is  to  be  further  observed  that  the  knowledge  required  is  not 
knowledg^e  that  the  defendants  are  combining  and  acting  in  concert, 
but  knoveledge  of  the  facts  which  make  their  combining  or  acting  in 
concert  penal.  Persons  acting  in  concert,  but  acting  innocently,  by 
reason  of  ignorance  of  facts,  necessarily  Imow  that  th^  are  acting 
In  concert ;  but  that  is  not  the  knowledge  which  the  law  requires. 

Knowledge,  furthermore,  under  this  statute,  must  comprise  knowl- 
edge, also,  that  the  trade  or  commerce  proposed  to  be  restrained  or 
monopolized  is  of  a  lawful  character,  and  lawful  in  the  hands  of  the 
rivals  who  carry  it  on,  or  are  to  carry  it  on,  and  knowledge  that  the 
commerce  to  be  Interfered  with  exists,  or  is  to  exist 

On  Ocnxbal  Pbinoifucs,  Wbongful  Intent  Bssential. 

One  thing  more  must  be  read  into  this  statute;  namely,  intent  to 
iix,  control  or  raise  prices  to  the  injury  of  the  public,  or  in  some  way 
to  injure  or  defraud  tbe  publia 

[634]  In  the  case  of  the  monopoly  counts,  the  requirement  would 
seem  to  flow  ftrom  the  very  meaning  of  the  word  ''monopolise,''  for 
that  word,  as  used  in  the  criminal  law,  it  would  seem,  involves  a 
wrongful  intent.  Just  as  "  uttering." 
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As  to  the  requirement  of  an  intent  to  injure  and  defraud  tlie  public, 
and  by  raising  of  prices,  In  all  trade  offenses,  see  authorities. 

Indeed,  the  requirement  of  a  guilty  intent,  or,  as  it  is  technically 
characterized,  the  **  mens  rea,"  in  all  serious  offenses,  (not  of  a  highly 
exceptional  character,  like  Rex  v.  Ogden^  6  Car.  ft  P.  631 ;  Repnolds 
V.  V.  8.,  98  U.  S.  145;  Reg.  v.  Dowries,  13  Cox,  Crim.  Cas.  Ill,)  is  so 
nearly  universal,  whether  specified  in  a  statute  publishing  the  offense 
or  not,  that  it  is  to  be  read,  as  a  matter  of  course,  into  every  statute, 
unless  there  are  highly  exceptional  grounds  of  public  policy,  in  a  par- 
ticular offense,  for  diepensing  with  it 

An  Intending  Beneficiabt  EssentiaLp 

It  is  a  further  essential,  under  the  statute,  that  the  contemplated 
restraint  should  be  a  restraint  operating  and  intended  to  operate,  by  the 
very  terms  and  operation  of  the  restraint,  to  the  benefit  of  some  spe- 
cific person  or  persons.  The  statute  punishes,  not  interference  with 
trade,  but  a  **  restraint "  of  trade,  and  "  restraint  of  trade,"  ex  defini- 
tione,  implies  a  conscious  beneficiary.  So  the  crime  of  monopoly 
implies  a  person  who  is  consciously  to  monopolize.  He  does  not 
monopolize  who  exterminates  trade,  but  only  he  who  contractually 
gathers  trade  into  his  own  hands,  or  into  the  hands  of  some  one  in 
concert  with  him.  There  can  be  no  monopolizing  without  an  inten- 
tional monopolizee. 

SUMMABY  OF  THE  ESSENTIALS  OF  THE  OHIMK. 

The  statute,  when  properly  construed,  requires,  therefore,  in  con- 
spiracy under  it : 

1.  That  the  trade  or  commerce  aimed  at  be  technically  interstate 
commerce. 

2.  That  the  persons  or  things  dealt  with  consciously  be  dealt  with 
in  their  federal,  and  not  in  their  state,  aspect 

3.  That  a  contemplated  restraint  or  monopoly  be  a  contractual  re- 
straint or  monopoly;  that  is,  that  the  conspiracy  must  consist  in 
contract,  or  aim  at  the  making  or  the  enforcement  or  the  furtherance 
of  contracts. 

4.  That  the  contemplated  restraint  or  monopoly  be  a  restraint  or 
monopoly,  excessive  in  degree,  and  unlawful  at  the  common  law. 

5.  That  the  trade  or  commerce  proposed  to  be  restrained  or  monop- 
olized he  n  Inwfiil  trade  or  commerce. 

6.  That  the  defendants  have  (a)  knowledge  that  they  or  their 
privies  have  no  patent  or  other  exclusive  title  or  right  to  the  trade  or 
commerce  proposed  to  be  restrained  or  monopolized;  (b)  knowledge 
that  the  trade  or  commerce  proposed  to  be  restrained  or  monopolized 
is  unlawful,  nnd  lawful  to  those  carrying  it  on  in  the  given  instance ; 
(c)  knowledge  that  the  commerce  In  question  Is  Interstate  commerce. 

7.  An  intent,  by  unduly  raising  prices  or  otherwise,  to  injure  and 
defraud  the  public  by  the  contemplated  restraint  or  monopoly,  and  an 
intent  to  restrain  interstate  commerce,  as  such. 

8.  An  intending  and  conscious  beneficiary  of  the  contemplated  re- 
straint or  monopoly. 

The  Indictment. 

The  indictment  avers  none  of  the  essentials  of  crime  above  set 
forth,  and  violates  every  one  of  the  rules  of  pleading  above  cited. 

1.  The  alleged  contemplated  restraint  and  monopoly  was  not  con- 
tractual restraint  or  monopoly,  but  a  mere  rude  and  vulgar  attack 
upon  trade  or  traders  by  force,  fraud,  libel,  and  slander. 
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2.  No  connt  sets  fbrth  soch  means  of  effecting  ttie  inroposed  conspir- 
acy as,  if  carried  ont,  wouJd  be,  in  any  reading  of  the  statute^  a  restraint 
or  monopoly  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce.    Some  of  the  counts 
set  forth  no  means  at  all,  or  set  forth  means  so  vaguely  and  generally 
as  to  be  patently  [635]  bad  in  this  respect    Those  counts  which  un- 
dertake to  set  forth  means  entirely  fall  to  bring  the  persons,  matters, 
and  things  alleged  to  have  been  proposed  to  be  dealt  with  within  the 
definition  of  ^  interstate  commerce,"  or  its  subjects  or  instruments,  or 
witliin  the  federal  or  interstate  aspect  of  those  persons,  matters,  or 
things,  as  distinguished  from  their  state  aspect    It  does  not  follow, 
because  one  is  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  that  every  attack  upon 
him,  or  upon  any  part  of  his  business,  is  an  attack  upon  interstate 
commerce.    The  attack  may  be  upon  him  In  his  aspect  as  a  subject 
of  the  state,  and  upon  his  matters  or  things  only  in  so  far  as  they  are 
matters  of  mere  state  commerce.    The  indictment  assumes  that  a  i)er- 
son  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  is  exclusively  engaged  in  it  and 
has  no  other  aspect  than  that  of  a  person  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce, and  that  an  interference  with  him,  or  with  any  part  of  his 
matters  or  things,  is  an  interference  with  Interstate  commerce.    As- 
suming it  to  l>e  true  that  interferences  with  a  person,  or  with  matters 
or  things,  concerned  in  local  commerce,  may,  by  their  necessary  con- 
nection   with    certain    interstate   commerce,    be    proximate   attacks 
upon  interstate  commerce,  the  connection  must  be  established  by  spe- 
cific allegations  of  the  indictment    It  is  not  to  be  inferred.    The 
Indictment  in  this  respect  is  entirely  based  upon  a  fallacy  upon  which 
the  statutes  and  indictments  were  based  in  U,  8.  v.  Cruikahank,  U.  8. 
V.  HarriM,  and  U.  8.  v.  Fox;  namely,  the  fallacy  that  the  having  a 
federal  aspect  brings  a  person  and  his  matters  and  things  within 
federal  protection  in  all  their  aspects. 

3.  It  does  not  appear  by  any  count  of  the  indictment  but  that  the 
defendants  had,  or  were  acting  under  some  one  who  had,  an  exclusive 
right  to  all  trade  and  commerce,  or  all  interstate  trade  and  commerce, 
among  the  states,  at  least  as  against  the  alleged  rivals.  The  de- 
fendants may  have  had  a  patent  covering  the  cash  registers.  If  any,  in 
which  the  corporations  named  as  proposed  to  be  attached  dealt  if 
they  did  deal,  or  the  defendants,  or  some  one  privy  with  them,  may 
liave  had  exclusive  patent  license  for  interstate  trade  in  such  registers 
from  the  various  corporations,  or  from  a  patentee  under  whom  all 
claimed  title,  or  the  defendants,  or  some  one  privy  with  them,  may 
liave  lx>ugbt  out  a  good  will  or  a  trade  secret  from  these  corporations, 
or  from  some  one  under  whom  all  parties  claimed,  covering  the  cash 
registers,  if  any,  dealt  in  by  said  corporations.  An  indictment  in 
the  same  terms  as  this  indictment  would  lie  to-day  against  every 
patentee  in  the  country,  and  his  agents;  and  against  Emerson's  pub- 
lisher and  legatees;  against  every  one  who  has  bought  out  a. good 
will ;  against  every  owner  of  a  trade-mark ;  in  fact  aspoinst  everybody 
who  owns  anything  which  is  the  subject  of  interstate  commerce. 

4.  It  is  not  averred  that  the  commerce,  if  any,  being  carried  on,  or 
proposed  to  be  carried  on,  by  said  corporations,  other  than  the  Na- 
tional Company,  was  a  lawful  commerce.  It  may  have  been  in  viola- 
tion of  a  limited  and  lawful  contract  made  by  them,  of  restraint  or 
of  dlrlsion  of  territory. 

5.  The  interstate  commerce  (an  essential  of  this  crime,  and  a  Juris- 
dictional essential)  is  alleged  only  as  a  conclusion  of  law.  It  leaves 
it  for  the  prosecutor,  and  not  for  the  court  to  decide  whether  what 
the  prose<rutor  considers  interstate  commerce  Is  "interstate  com- 
merce," and  of  the  statute's  character,  or  not  But  that  "is  a 
auestiOD  of  law,  to  be  decided  by  the  court  not  the  prosecutor." 
TTaite,  C.  J^  U.  S.  v.  Cruikahank,  cited  above. 
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6.  It  is  in  no  count  alleged,  even  as  a  condnsion  of  law,  that  the 
''trade  and  commerce  *  *  «  between  and  among  the  several 
states"  alleged  to  have  been  aimed  at  (granting  that  it  was  such) 
was  within  that  limited  class  of  commerce  among  the  several  states 
which  alone  the  statute  covars.  As  has  been  suggested  above,  the 
phrase,  "commerce  among  the  several  states,"  as  an  expression  of 
language,  accurately  includes  a  great  deal  of  commerce  which  is  not 
within  the  meaning  of  the  phrase,  as  used  in  the  constitution,  and  is 
even  less  within  the  still  more  restricted  meaning  of  the  phrase  in 
the  statute.  The  Indictment,  therefore,  runs  counter,  in  this  respect, 
to  the  rule  of  pleading  that  where  a  statute  covers.  In  terms,  a  whole 
class  of  things,  but  really  intends  only  a  subdivision  of  the  class, 
the  indictment  must  bring  the  things  which  it  alleges  within  the  sub- 
division. The  only  way  to  allege  interstate  commerce  in  an  indict- 
ment is  the  way  attempted  in  the  [636]  first  four  counts  of  an  in- 
dictment previously  found  In  this  district  against  these  defendants, 
(No.  1209,)  viz.  by  describing  in  detail  the  operations  supposed  to 
constitute  Interstate  commerce.  In  that  former  indictment  the  pleader 
was  In  this  particular  on  the  right  track,  although  his  pleaded  facts 
were  insufficient  to  make  out  Intestate  commerce. 

It  Is  not  open  to  the  government  to  contend  that  the  court  can  Ju- 
dicially know  that  there  was,  or  was  proposed  to  be,  a  commerce 
**  among  the  several  states,"  of  the  statutory  character,  in  "  cash  reg- 
isters." There  are  articles  In  which  the  court  may,  perhaps,  be  said 
to  know,  as  matter  of  law,  that  there  Is  at  all  times  such  commerce. 
With  "  cash  registers  "  It  is  different  It  is  very  doubtful  if  the  court 
can  be  said  to  know  what  a  **  cash  register  "  is.  It  Is  certainly  difficult 
to  see  how  the  court  can  know  in  what  sense  the  term  is  used  in  tills 
Indictment  Until  lately  the  only  meaning  which  the  phrase  would 
suggest  Is  that  of  an  account  book  for  cash  entries.  Now,  in  so  far 
as  the  Indictment  may  be  deemed  to  refer  to  books  of  cash  entry,  the 
court  cannot  know  that  there  was  at  the  time  in  guestlon  interstate 
commerce,  or  expected  or  proposed  interstate  commerce.  Blank  cash 
books  may  be  all  manufactured  and  sold  within  the  legal  limits  of 
state  commerce.  The  absence  of  a  specific  allegation  of  interstate 
commerce,  therefore,  in  this  meaning  of  the  term  "cash  raster," 
would  be  fatal.  If  the  court  should  take  the  expression  **  cash  regis- 
ter "  in  the  indictment  in  a  broader  sense,  as  including  both  account 
books  and  also  mechanical  contrivances,  then  the  Indictment,  as  will 
be  more  particularly  contended  below,  under  an  appropriate  head  of 
this  brief,  would  fail,  for  indeflnlteness ;  for  the  defendants  ought 
certainly  to  be  apprised  whether  It  Is  a  commerce  In  machinery,  or  a 
commerce  in  blank  books,  that  they  are  charged  with  attacking.  If 
the  court  should  find,  upon  the  face  of  the  Indictment,  that  the  **  cash 
registers"  referred  to  in  the  Indictment  are  the  mechanical  devices 
recently  Introduced  Into  the  market,  the  court  will  surely  apply,  as 
Judicial  knowledge,  not  a  fraction,  but  the  whole,  of  its  actual  knowl- 
edge, and  will  Judicially  know  that  these  new  mechanical  devices  pro- 
fess to  exist  under  letters  patent;  that  the  diflTerent  manufticturen 
claim  under  patent  rights ;  and  that  the  questions  of  free  or  restricted 
commerce,  and  of  monopoly  or  no  monopoly,  are  mere  questions  of 
patent  controversy, — a  field  of  controversy  never  contemplated  by  the 
act  of  1890. 

If  an  Indictment  were  to  allege,  on  the  part  of  the  Bell  Telephone 
Ck)mpany  and  its  officers  and  agents,  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  the 
trade  and  conmierce  of  all  other  persons,  and  to  monopolise  to  them- 
selves and  their  company  the  trade  and  commerce  in  "Bell  tele- 
phones," would  not  the  court,  if  it  applied  to  the  indictment  Judicial 
knowledge  that  there  are  such  telephonee*  and  that  there  to  corn- 
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merce  of  tbB  statotory  cbaracter  in  tliem,  also  apply  Judicial  knowl- 
edge of  the  fact  of  a  lawful  monopoly,  and  an  ezclnalve  rigtat  to  com- 
merce In  them,  or  at  least  a  hona  fide  claim  thereto,  not  to  be  tried 
mider  a  penal  statute? 

These  counts  present  also  the  defect  (which  exists  in  the  other 
connts)  of  failing  to  allege  that  the  conmierce  was  proposed  to  be 
continued.  It  is  future  transactions  which  a  conspiracy  contemplatesi 
and  there  is  no  allegation  that  the  commerce  of  these  counts  was  pro- 
posed to  be  continued  from  and  after  the  time  of  the  alleged  coik 
Gfpiracy.  It  Is  fatal  to  a  conspiracy  indictment  that  the  object  of  tbB 
conspiracy  may  have  been  a  myth, 

7.  No  count  of  the  indictment  has  any  averment  of  knowledge  or 
intont  If  the  ofPense  necessarily  involve  knowledge  and  intent,  they 
must  be  all^^ed.  An  indictment,  for  example,  for  conspiracy  to  com- 
mit burglary,  must  aver  a  conspiracy,  not  merely  to  break  and  enter  a 
dwelling  house  in  the  nic^ttime^  but  a  conspiracy  to  break  and  enter 
with  Intent  to  steal. 

8.  No  count  alleges  a  proposed  contractual  beneficiary  of  the  con- 
templated restraint  or  monopoly.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  defend- 
ants were  in  the  business,  or  had  any  control  of  the  business,  or  that 
the  National  Cash  Register  company  was  a  party  to  the  conspiracy, 
or  knew  of  it,  or  would  consent  to  profit  by  it  It  is  not  made  a  de- 
fendant, although  the  statute  contemplates  corporations.  It  stands, 
upon  the  restraint  counts,  (counts  1  and  2,)  as  a  mere  unconscious, 
passive,  proposed  beneficiary,  without  whose  acceptance  and  co-opera- 
tion and  indorsement  there  can  be  no  restraint  It  [6S7]  is  not  al- 
leged that  the  defendants  conspired  merely  to  extinguish  tiie  trade  of 
the  other  corporations.  It  appears  that  they  combined,  if  at  all, 
merely  to  subordinate  their  trade  to  that  of  the  National  Ck>mpany; 
but,  in  the  absence  of  averments  bringing  in  the  National  Company  as 
a  willing  beneficiary,  this  restraint  would  be  imposslbla  The  aver- 
ments of  the  restraint  counts  are  therefore.  In  this  recfpect,  imperfect 
absurd,  and  impossible 

The  crime  of  monopoly  implies  a  conscious  monopolizing.  A  con- 
q;>iracy  of  several  men,  withont  any  Jmowledge,  to  drive  all  the  trade 
in  town  into  my  shop,  out  of  love  for  me,  or  out  of  hatred  of  my  rivals, 
but  without  my  knowledge,  and  without  benefit  to  the  conspirators, 
is  an  unlawful  conspiracy,  under  state  laws,  against  the  right  of  my 
neighbor  to  live  a  peaceful  life,  bnt  it  Is  not  a  concfpiracy  to  monopo- 
lize. It  is  not  averred  here  that  the  defendants  were  in  a  position 
to  or  expected  or  intended  to  monopolize  into  their  own  ];)ersona] 
pockets.  There  Is  a  faint  hint  that  the  intended  monopolizer  was  the 
National  Company,  but  only  a  hint 

Acceptance  of  a  benefit  may  indeed  sometimes  be  presumed  by  law ; 
bnt  a  corporation,  any  more  than  an  individual,  will  not  be  presumed 
to  have  accepted  itself  into  a  criminal  combination. 

It  is  a  nniversal  rule,  as  to  those  crimes  which  consist  in  contract, 
or  combination,  or  meeting  of  minds,  that  there  must  be,  not  a  mere 
fictitious  aiq;>earance  of  a  meeting  of  minds,  but  an  actual  contract, 
or  otiier  meeting  of  minds,  as  in  civil  transactions. 

Where  the  statute  speaks  of  monopolizing  "a  part  of  the  trade,** 
it  mnst  mean  the  whole  of  a  specific  part;  while  the  word  " monopo- 
lize" Is  not  to  be  taken  in  a  mathematically  exact  sense,  requiring 
that  a  monopolist  of  flour  should  have,  or  intend  to  have,  every  tea- 
spoonful  of  floor  in  the  United  States,  it  does  mean  a  substantial 
contEol  of  a  great  part  of  any  one  given  article,  or  enough  to  enable 
him  to  dictate  to  the  market  The  monopoly  alleged  in  connts  5  to  11 
and  15  to  18  is  merely  a  monopoly  of  the  business  of  flve  corporations 
named.    It  does  not  appear  how  much  business  they  did,  or  what 
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proportion  it  bore  to  the  whole  business  of  the  country  in  cash  registers. 
It  is  consistent  with  the  indictment  that  it  was  extremely  trilling, 
and  that  to  secure  the  whole  of  it  would  not  constitute  the  offense  of 
monopolizing.  Men  cannot  be  indicted  for  combining  to  monopolia^ 
wheat  by  a  mere  averment  that  they  combined  to  monopolize  certain 
wheat  when  owned  by  A.  B.  Nothing  essential  is  to  be  assumed,  in 
a  criminal  case.  The  names  of  the  rival  companies  sound  well,  but 
the  court  does  not  know  that  they  did  any  appreciable  amount  of 
business.  The  defendants,  for  all  that  appears  in  the  indictment,  are 
Mrs.  Partingtons  attempting  to  sweep  bacic  the  Atlantic  ocean.  It 
should  have  been  shown  that  the  monopolizing  the  business  of  the 
alleged  rival  companies  would  have  amounted  to  a  monopolizing  of 
the  business  in  cash  registers.  Moreover,  upon  the  language  of  these 
counts,  a  monopoly  may  well  have  been  impossible.  There  is  no  aver- 
ment that  the  National  Cash  Register  Company  was  to  be  interfered 
with,  and,  for  all  that  appears,  it  was  not  known  to  the  transaction. 
It  may  well  have  been  entirely  vain  for  the  defendants,  if  they  left 
the  National  Company  free,  to  attempt  to  monopolize  the  cash  ras- 
ter business,  even  if  they  monopolized  the  business  of  the  other  com- 
panies. Perhaps  it  had  99  per  cent  of  the  whole  business.  If  so, 
without  its  co-operation,  monopoly  would  be  impossible. 

9.  This  is  a  patent  suit  Congress  never  intended,  under  this 
statute,  to  try  patent  controversies  to  a  Jury,  in  a  criminal  court 
An  indictment  might  undoubtedly  be  so  drawn  as  properly  to  bring 
into  a  criminal  case  a  plain  and  simple  issue,  to  the  effect  that  tlie 
defendants  claimed  under  a  patent  but  had  no  pretense,  color,  or 
show  of  a  patent  and  held  no  letters  patent  and  no  license  under 
any  letters  pat^it  But  here  some  of  the  counts  aver  that  the  de- 
fendants justify  under  letters  patent  There  is  no  averment  that  the 
patent  claim  is  not  valid,  and  the  question  raised  by  these  counts 
must  therefore  resolve  itself  into  a  question  of  validity,  or  the  con- 
struction, or  both,  of  the  letters  patent  These  counts,  therefore, 
seem  calculated  to  launch  the  court  into  a  controversy  before  a  Jury 
over  a  complicated  tissue  of  patent  questions,  which  might  occupy  a 
long  time  in  trial.  This  was  never  intended.  When  patents  appear 
in  an  indictment  as  an  invalid  pretense  or  Justification,  it  [638] 
should  be  alleged  that  the  claim  set  up  under  them  is  a  mere  sham 
claim,  and  only  colorable. 

10.  The  indictment  is  bad  for  vagueness  and  uncertainty.  In  no 
count  does  it  approximate  to  the  particularity  and  certainty  required 
by  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  emphasized  particularly  in 
U.  8.  V.  Simmonds,  96  U.  S.  360 ;  U.  8.  v.  Oruikahank,  cited  above. 

In  some  of  the  counts  the  defendants  are  simply  charged  with  con- 
spiring to  restrain  or  to  monopolize  certain  commerce.  Among  what 
states  it  was,  by  whom  carried  on,  or  proposed  to  be  carried  on,  or 
where  or  how  to  be  restrained  or  monopolized,  these  counts  do  not  dis- 
close. The  other  counts  specify  the  trade  or  commerce  as  t)elng  car- 
ried on  by  four  corporations  named,  but  where,  and  among  what  states, 
these  counts  do  not  disclose.  Nor  does  the  character  of  the  **  cash  reg- 
isters" appear.  Were  they  machines,  or  tally  boards,  or  books? 
Tested  by  the  requirement  that  the  defendants  must  l)e  sufficiently 
apprised  of  the  details  of  the  charge  against  them  to  enable  them  to 
prepare  for  trial,  all  the  contents  are  bad.  In  (7.  8,  v.  8immonds^ 
cited  above,  one  was  charged  having  '*  caused  and  procured  "  a  still  to 
be  used.  It  was  held  that  he  was  entitled,  under  the  requirements 
of  criminal  pleading,  to  know  whom  he  was  charged  with  having 
caused  or  procured  to  use  the  still. 

11.  It  is  not  averred  in  any  count  to  what  extent  trade  was  carried 
on.  Can  the  court  assume.  In  a  criminal  case,  an  appreciable  amount 
of  commerce  of  the  statutory  character? 
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I  do  not  think  there  is  any  constitutional  question  in  this 
case  upon  a  view  of  this  statute,  or  upon  the  face  of  the  indict- 
•  roent.  The  right  of  free  commerce  granted  by  the  constitu- 
tion (CrandaU  v.  Nevada,  6  Wall.  35,  and  the  Case  of  State 
FreigJU  Tax,  16  Wall.  232)  permits  broad  legislation;  and  in 
no  sense  is  this  statute  as  broad  as  the  Revised  Statutes  (sec- 
tion 5508)  on  the  principle  of  construction  applied  to  the  lat- 
ter in  U.  8.  V.  Waddell,  112  U.  S.  76, 5  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  35.  See 
Logan  v.  U.  8.,  144  U.  S.  263, 12  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  617.  There 
may  be  practical  difficulties  in  applying  the  statute  in  such 
way  as  to  prevent  conflicts  with  state  jurisdiction,  but  these 
can  only  arise  on  the  development  of  the  facts  at  the  trial  of 
a  particular  case,  and  even  then  the  court  will  have  the  guid- 
ance of  the  supreme  court  in  Re  Coy,  127  U.  S.  731,  8  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  1263 ;  Cross  v.  North  Carolina,  132  U.  S.  131, 10  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  47;  and  In  re  Green,  134  U.  S.  377, 10  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
586.  Those  cases  show  that  there  need  not  necessarily  be  a 
conflict  of  jurisdiction. 

This  statute  is  not  one  of  the  class  where  it  is  always  suffi- 
cient to  declare  in  the  words  of  the  enactment,  as  it  does  not 
set  out  all  the  elements  of  a  crime.  A  contract  or  combination 
in  restraint  of  trade  may  be  not  only  not  illegal,  but  praise- 
worthy; as,  where  parties  attempt  to  engross  the  market 
by  furnishing  the  best  goods,  or  the  cheapest  So  that  or- 
dinarily a  case  cannot  be  made  under  the  statute  unless  the 
means  are  shown  to  be  illegal,  and  therefore  it  is  ordinarily 
necessary  to  declare  the  means  by  which  it  is  intended  to  en- 
gross or  monopolize  the  market.  And  by  the  well-settled 
rules  of  pleading  it  is  not  sufficient  to  allege  the  means  in  gen- 
eral language,  but,  if  it  is  claimed  that  the  means  used  are 
ill^al,  enough  nxust  be  set  out  to  enable  the  court  to  see  that 
they  are  so,  and  to  enable  the  defense  to  properly  prepare  to 
me^  the  charge  made  against  it. 

I  regard  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  supreme  court  in  U.  8. 
V.  Hess,  124  U.  S.  483, 8  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  571,  as  applymg  to  this 
case;  and  I  [639]  think  the  case  of  U.  8.  v.  Simmonds,  96 
U.  S.  360,  is  easily  distinguished.  If  it  is  not,  the  later  case 
willy  of  course,  control    In  reference  to  the  suggestion  of 
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the  counsel  for  the  United  States,  as  to  cases  at  common  law 
alleging  conspiracy  to  prevent  a  man  from  pursuing  his 
Irade,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  to  conspire  to  prevent  a  man 
from  pursuing  a  trade  which  he  is  entitled  to  pursue  is  in 
itself  illegal.  But  the  case  at  bar  is  not  at  common  law,  and 
the  proceedings  under  this  statute  are  peculiar  to  the  statute. 
I  think  the  rules  laid  down  in  Z7.  S.  v.  Hess  distinguish  this 
indictment  on  this  point  from  all  the  cases  and  principles  of 
law  relied  on  by  the  United  States. 

The  allegations  of  what  was  done  in  pursuance  of  the  al- 
leged conspiracy  are  under  this  particular  statute  irrelevant, 
and  cannot  be  laid  hold  of  to  enlarge  the  necessary  allegations 
of  the  indictment,  and  are  of  no  avail.  I  think  it  was  so  con- 
ceded at  the  argument  If  not,  there  is  no  question  about 
the  law.  The  foregoing  considerations  dispose  of  counts  1, 2, 
8,  6,  7,  8, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16,  and  17. 

That  the  means  are  alleged  with  ^'  reasonable  precision  '' 
in  the  remaining  counts,  appears  from  the  practical  applica- 
tion of  the  rules  of  pleading  appropriate  to  this  case  made  in 
U.  8.  V.  WaddeU^  112  U.  S.  76,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  86.  Some  of 
the  allegations  in  each  count  may  be  insufficient,  but  these  are 
only  surplusage. 

Counts  14  and  18  seem  sufficient  under  the  second  section 
of  the  statute,  as  will  appear  from  what  I  have  to  say  here- 
after. The  remaining  counts,  4, 5, 9,  and  10,  are  laid  under  the 
first  section.  Counts  4  and  9  allege  an  intent  to  hinder  and 
prevent  all  persons  and  corporations,  except  the  corporation 
controlled  by  the  defendants,  from  engaging  in  the  trade  and 
commerce  described  in  the  indictment,  while  counts  5  and  10 
only  allege  a  purpose  to  destroy  the  competition  of  the  four 
corporations  named,  without  setting  out  any  purpose  of  en- 
grossing or  monopolizing  the  business  as  a  whole,  or  any  like 
purpose. 

The  court  does  not  feel  at  all  embarrassed  by  the  use  of  the 
words  "  trade  or  conunerce.'*  The  word  "  commerce  "  is  un- 
doubtedly, in  its  usual  sense,  a  larger  word  than  ^  trade,''  in 
its  usual  sense.  Sometimes  ^^ commerce"  is  used  to  em- 
brace less  than  ^ trade,"  and  sometimes  ^^ trade"  is  used 
to  embrace  as  much  as  ^*  commerce."  They  are,  in  the 
jadgment  of  the  court,  in  this  statute  synonymous.    The 
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oomt  18  wen  aware  of  the  general  rule  which  has  been  eeveral 
times  (twice  certainly)  laid  down  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  that  in  construing  a  statute  every  word  must 
have  its  effect,  and  the  consequent  presumption  that  the 
statute  does  not  use  two  different  words  for  the  same  pur- 
pose; but  this  rule  has  its  limitations,  and  it  is  a  constant 
practice  for  the  legislature  to  use  synonyms.  A  word  is 
used  which  it  is  thought  does  not  perhaps  quite  convey  the 
idea  which  the  legislature  intends,  and  it  takes  another  word, 
whidi  perhaps  has  to  some  a  little  different  meaning,  with- 
out intending  to  more  than  make  strong  the  purpose  of  the 
expression  in  the  statute. 

In  the  legislitftion  of  congress  analogous  to  this  under  con- 
sideration there  is  a  marked  case  of  the  use  of  synonyms. 
Rev.  St.  §  5488,  [640]  uses  the  words  ''  false,  fictitious,  or 
fraudulent;"  then  the  words  ^any  false  biU,  receipt, 
voucher;"  then  the  words  ^  agreement,  combination,  or  con- 
spiracy;" then  the  words  ^^diarge,  possession,  custody,  or 
control,"  mainly  synonyms;  while  section  5440  uses  simply 
the  word  ^  conspire."  There  would  be  no  question  that  the 
word  ^  conspire,"  in  section  5440,  means  all  that  the  three 
corresponding  synonyms,  ^'  agreement,  combination,  or  con- 
spiracy," mean  in  section  5488.  Rather  as  a  matter  of 
curiosity  than  because  they  particularly  impress  my  mind, 
I  have  taken  off  some  other  instances.  The  Massachusetts 
statute  cited  in  U.  S.  v.  Britton^  107  U.  S.  670, 2  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
512,  uses  the  words  ^  secular  labor,  business,  or  employment" 
The  words  ^  false,  forged,  and  counterfeited  "  are  used  over 
and  over  again  in  U.  8.  v.  HouseU^  11  Wall.  436,  487;  "  ped- 
dler and  hawker"  are  in  constant  use  in  criminal  law; 
^  drinking  house  or  tippling  house  "  is  of  frequent  use  in  the 
statutes;  so  are  ^^  goods  and  chattels."  These  are  all  referred 
to  in  Bishop  on  Statutory  Crimes  as  synonymous.  There  is 
also  the  very  special  case  where  the  criminal  statute  contained 
the  words  ^  ram,  ewe,  sheep,  and  lamb;"  and  it  was  held  in 
Reg.  V.  McCvMey^  2  Moody,  (>.  Cas.  84,  thjit  the  word  "  sheep  " 
covered  the  two  preceding  words,  and  they  might  be  rejected 
as  surplusage.  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction  says 
that  words  which  are  meaningless  have  sometimes  been  re- 
jected as  redundant  or  surplusage.  So  in  this  statute  I  think 
10870*»— 8.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 12 
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the  words  "  trade  or  commerce  "  mean  substantially  the  same 
thing.  But  the  use  of  the  word  ^Hrade"  nevertheless  in 
significant.  In  my  judgment,  it  was  probably  used  because 
it  was  a  part  of  the  common-law  expression,  ^^  in  restraint  of 
trade,''  as  has  been  carefully  pointed  out  by  the  counsel  for 
the.  defense.  This  has  become  a  fixed,  well-known,  common- 
law  expression;  and  by  the  rule  of  interpretation  as  given 
again  in  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction  (section  253) 
it  has  been  here  used  in  the  sense  in  which  it  has  been 
used  generally  in  the  law.  And  these  words,  "  in  restraint  of 
trade,"  lead  up  directly  to  what  I  think  is  the  true  construc- 
tion of  this  statute  on  this  point 

I  think  it  is  useful  to  analyze  the  statute.  Separating  it 
into  parts,  we  have — First,  contract  in  restraint  of  trade; 
second,  combination  in  restraint  of  trade;  and,  third,  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  trade.  There  can  be  no  question  that 
the  second  and  third  parts,  as  thus  put,  receive  color  from 
the  first.  Moreover,  it  is  important  to  note  the  rul^  that  this 
whole  statute  must  be  taken  together.  The  second  section  is 
limited  by  its  terms  to  monopolies,  and  evidently  has  as  its 
basis  the  engrossing  or  controlling  of  the  market  The  first 
section  is  undoubtedly  in  pari  materia,  and  so  has  as  its 
basis  the  engrossing  or  controlling  of  the  market,  or  of  lines 
of  trade.  The  sixth  section  also  leads  in  the  same  direction, 
because  it  provides  for  the  forfeiture  of  property  acquired 
pursuant  to  the  conspiracy.  Undoubtedly  the  word  "con- 
spiracy "  in  that  section  has  reference  to  the  same  subject- 
matter  as  in  the  first.  If  the  intention  of  the  statute  was 
that  claimed  by  the  United  States,  I  think  the  natural 
phraseology  would  have  been  "  to  injure  trade,"  "  to  restrain 
trade." 

[641]  We  are  now  at  the  point  where  the  paths  separate. 
Careless  or  inapt  construction  of  the  statute  as  bearing  on 
this  case,  while  it  may  seem  to  create  but  a  small  divergence 
here,  will,  if  followed  out  logically,  extend  into  very  large 
fields;  because,  if  the  proposition  made  by  the  United  States 
is  taken  with  its  full  force,  the  inevitable  result  will  be  that 
the  federal  courts  will  be  compelled  to  apply  this  statute  to 
all  attempts  to  restrain  commerce  among  the  states,  or  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations,  by  strikes  or  boycotts,  and  by 
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every  method  of  interference  by  way  of  violence  or  intimida- 
tion. It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  congress  intended  thus  to 
extend  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
without  very  dear  language.  Such  language  I  do  not  find  in 
the  statute.  Therefore  I  conclude  that  there  must  be  alleged 
m  the  indictment  that  there  was  a  purpose  to  restrain  trade  as 
implied  in  the  common-law  expression,  '^  contract  in  restraint 
of  trade,"  analogous  to  the  word  "  monopolize  "  in  the  second 
5«ction.  I  think  this  is  the  basis  of  the  statute.  It  must  ap- 
pear somewhere  in  the  indictment  that  there  was  a  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  trade  by  engrossing  or  monopolizing 
or  grasping  the  market,  and  it  is  not  sufficient  simply  to 
allege  a  purpose  to  drive  certain  competitors  out  of  the  field 
by  violence,  annoyance,  intimidation,  or  otherwise. 

Something  has  been  said  in  this  connection  touching  the 
debates  in  congress.  It  is  apparently  settled  law  that  we  can- 
not take  the  views  or  purposes  expressed  in  debate  as  supply- 
ing the  construction  of  statutes.  In  U.  S.  v.  Union  Pac. 
R.  Co.'i  91  U.  S.  72-79,  and  elsewhere,  the  supreme  court  has 
laid  down  this  rule.  But  this  does  not  at  all  touch  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  one  can  gather  from  the  debates  in  con- 
gress, as  he  can  from  any  other  source,  the  history  of  the 
evil  which  the  legislation  was  intended  to  remedy.  The 
debates  on  this  point  are  very  instructive;  but  they  fail  to 
point  out  precisely  what  incidents  or  details  of  the  great  evil 
under  consideration  were  to  be  reached  by  this  legislation. 

What  I  have  already  said  disposes  of  counts  5  and  10, 
which  do  not  allege  any  purpose  except  to  destroy  the  com- 
petition of  four  corporations  named ;  and  they  leave  for  con- 
sideration only  the  counts  4  and  9,  which  do  allege  a  purpose 
of  engrossing,  monopolizing,  or  grasping  the  trade  in  ques- 
tion. Such  being  the  case,  acts  of  violence  and  intimidation 
may  be  alleged  as  means  to  accomplish  the  general  purpose. 
Instead  of  lying  outside  of  the  statute,  they  may  aggravate 
the  offense.  They  are  within  the  logic  and  spirit  of  the 
statute,  which  are  not  to  be  defeated  by  distinctions  which 
its  letter  does  not  suggest  to  the  ordinary  mind.  Violence 
and  intimidation  are  as  much  within  the  mischief  of  the 
statute  as  negotiations,  contracts,  or  purchases.  The  former 
are  often  used  to  compel  the  latter.    This  line  of  reasoning 
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applies  to  both  the  first  and  second  sections,  and  finds  a  suffi- 
cient place  for  every  word  in  each.  I  find  in  all  the 
counts  which  I  allow  to  stand,  allegations  of  an  intent  to 
engross,  monopolize,  and  grasp,  and  of  means  clearly  unlaw- 
ful, and  adapted  to  accomplish  this  intent. 

[642]  I  have  examined  all  the  cases  which  have  been  cited 
to  me  as  referring  to  this  statute,  and  I  believe  that  counsel 
have  cited  me  every  case  which  has  been  decided  in  connection 
with  it;  but  none  of  them  meet  the  issue  which  is  raised  here. 
Therefore  all  the  expressions  in  them  supposed  to  touch  this 
case  are  to  be  regarded  as  mere  dicta.  The  result  is  that 
counts  4,  9,  14,  and  18  stand,  and  the  others  are  quashed. 


[8611  DUEBER  WATCH  CASE  MANUF'G  CO.  v.  E. 
HOWARD  WATCH  &  CLOCK  CO.  ET  AL.« 

r  circuit  Court  S.  D.  New  York.    May  22,  1893.) 
[55  Fed.,  861.] 

Combinations  in  Restraint  of  Tbadi — Action  fob  Damages — ^Plbad- 
iNO. — ^An  action  to  recover  damages  aUeged  to  have  been  caused  by 
acts  done  in  violation  of  the  statute  prohibiting  monopolies  and 
combinations  In  restraint  of  trade  (26  Stat  209)  cannot  be  main- 
tained when  the  complaint  fails  to  show  that  plaintiff  is  engaged, 
in  Interstate  commerce,  and  no  such  showing  Is  made  by  an  aver- 
ment that  plaintiff  is  engaged  in  **  manufacturing  watch  cases 
throughout  all  the  states  of  the  United  States  and  in  foreign  conn- 
tries."!' 

Same — Construction  of  Statute. — An  agreement  by  a  number  of 
manufacturers  and  dealers  in  watch  cases  to  fix  an  arbitrary  price 
on  their  goods,  and  not  to  sell  the  same  to  any  persons  buying  watch 
cases  of  plaintiff.  Is  not  In  violation  of  the  statute ;  and  a  complaint 
which,  on  the  last  analysis,  avers  only  these  facts,  without  averring 
the  absorption  or  the  intention  to  absorb  or  control  the  ^itire 
marl^et,  or  a  large  part  thereof,  states  no  cause  of  action. 

At  Law.    Action  by  the  Dueber  Watch  Case  Manufactur- 
ing Company  against  the  E.  Howard  Watch  &  Clock  Com- 

«Affirmed  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit  (66  Fed.,  637). 
See  p.  421. 
»  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1893,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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pany  and  others  to  recover  damages  alleged  to  result  from  an 
ill^al  conspiracy  to  destroy  plaintiffs  trade.  Defendants 
d^nur  to  the  complaint.    Demurrer  sustained. 

Statement  by  Coxb,  District  Judge : 

The  complaint  alleges  that  prior  to  November  16,  1887,  the  plaintiff 
was  engaged  in  manufacturing  watch  cases  throughout  all  the  states 
of  the  United  States  and  In  foreign  countries,  employing  a  large  num- 
ber of  skilled  artisans  who  were  and  are  able  to  produce  25,000  watch 
cases  per  month.  That  prior  to  said  date  the  plaintiff  had  a  ready 
market  for  its  goods  throughout  the  United  States  and  Canada,  and 
realized  a  profit  of,  at  least,  $175,000  per  annum.  That  on  November 
16^  1887,  the  defendants,  who  were  and  are  engaged  in  selling  watches 
and  watch  cases,  mutually  agreed,  and  notified  the  watch  dealers 
throughout  the  United  States  and  Canada,  Including  some  of  the  plain- 
tiff*s  customers,  "  that  they  would  not  thereafter  sell  any  goods  manu- 
factured by  them  to  any  person,  firm,  association,  or  corporation 
whatsoeTer  who  thereafter  should  buy  or  sell  any  goods  manufactured 
by  [859]  this  plaintiff."  That  upon  being  Informed  of  said  agreement 
a  large  number  of  dealers  who  had  previously  purchased  plaintiff's 
goods  withdrew  their  patronage  and  ceased  to  deal  in  plaintiff's  goods. 
That  the  defendants  refused  to  sell  their  goods  to  plaintiff's  customers, 
giving  as  a  reason  that  the  said  customers  dealt  in  plaintilTs  goods 
and  defendants  declined  to  have  any  business  relations  with  tliem 
unless  they  would  agree  not  to  deal  in  the  plaintifiTs  gooda  That 
prior  to  November  16.  1887,  the  defendants  agreed  among  themselves 
that  tli^  would  maintain  an  arbitrary  fixed  price  for  their  goods, 
and  pursuant  thereto  they  have  fixed  and  maintained  an  arbitrary 
price  which  the  public  must  pay  for  their  goods.  That  said  agreement 
of  Novanber  16,  1887,  was  for  the  sole  purpose  of  compelling  plaintiff 
to  join  with  the  defendants  in  their  previous  agreement  to  fix  and 
maintain  arbitrary  prices  for  watch  cases.  That  all  of  said  acts  of 
the  defoidants  were  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  monopoly  in 
watch  cases,  their  object  being  to  crush  competition  and  drive  the 
plaintiff  from  the  business,  unless  he  joined  the  conspiracy.  That 
the  defendants  by  their  agreements  intended  to  injure  and  impoverish 
the  plaintiff  an4  derive  It  of  all  profits  and  break  up  its  business.  That 
the  defendants  have  used  the  extended  Influence  acquired  by  reason 
of  the  combination  formed  between  them  to  prevent  persons  who 
naturally  would  purchase  plaintifrs  watch  cases  from  dealing  with 
the  plaintiff  and  have  threatened  said  persons  that  if  they  bought 
plaintiff's  goods  they  would  sell  th&on  no  goods  and  give  them  no 
credit  That  such  conduct  and  threats  effected  a  complete  boycott  and 
resulted  in  the  ostracism  of  plaintiff  from  the  trade,  preventing  the 
lawful  and  ordinary  competition  In  business  which  plaintiff  liad  a 
right  to  enjoy.  That  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890, 
entitled,  "An  act  to  protect  trade  and  conunerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies,"  the  plaintiff  would  have  regained  its  cus- 
tomers and  re-established  its  business  had  not  the  defendants  since  that 
date  ratified,  confirmed,  renewed  and  continued  in  force  the  said  con- 
tracts, agreements  and  combinations  and  served  notice  thereof  upon 
aU  the  dealers  in  plaintiff's  goods.  That  by  reason  of  said  renewals 
and  continued  threats  said  dealers  have  been  compelled  to  refuse  to 
poitbase  plaintifTs  goods  to  its  damage  in  the  sum  of  $150,000.  Judg- 
ment is  demanded  for  three  times  this  sum,  pursuant  to  section  7  of 
ttUd  act 
The  defendant  above  named  demurs  on  the  ground  that  the  court 
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has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant  or  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action,  and,  on  the  further  ground,  that  the  complaint  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  sections  of  the 
act  of  July  2,  1890,  which  are  drawn  in  question,  so  far  as  it  is  neces- 
sary to  quote  th«n,  are  as  follows :  "  Section  1.  Every  contract,  com- 
bination in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint 
of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  na- 
tions, is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal.  Sec.  2.  Every  person  who  shall 
monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine  or  conspire  with  any 
other  person  or  persons,  to  monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,**  etc.  "  Sec.  7.  Any  person  who  shall 
be  Injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any  other  person  or  corpora- 
tion by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by 
this  act,  may  sue  therefor  in  any  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  district  in  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is  found,  without  respect 
to  the  amount  In  controversy,  and  shall  recover  threefold  the  damages 
by  him  sustained,  and  the  costs  of  suit,  including  a  reasonable 
attomey*8  fee.*' 

WUber  <&  Oldham  and  Robert  Sewell^  for  plaintiff. 

SvUivan  <&  CromweUj  W.  /.  Curtis^  and  Edward  B.  HiUy 
for  defendants. 

CoxB,  District  Judge,  (after  stating  the  facts  as  above.) 

An  examination  of  the  complaint,  in  the  light  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,  and  the  decisions  construing 
that  act,  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  complaint,  in  its 
present  form  at  least,  cannot  be  sustained.  The  statute  makes 
it  illegal  to  enter  into  [853]  a  contract  or  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  trade  and  also  to  monopolize,  or  attempt 
to  monopolize,  or  combine  or  conspire  with  others  to  monopo- 
lize, such  trade.  There  is  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  that 
the  plaintiff  is  engaged,  or  has  at  any  time,  since  the  passage 
of  the  act,  been  engaged  in  interstate  trade  and  commerce. 
There  is  an  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  is  engaged  in  the 
business  of  manufacturing  watch  cases  throughout  all  the 
states  of  the  United  States  and  in  foreign  countries.  This 
allegation  is  probably  a  mistake  of  the  pleader,  but  if  it  were 
true  it  would  not  be  a  compliance  with  the  requisites  of  the 
law.  A  corporation  may  have  an  operating  manufactory  in 
every  state  of  the  Union  and  yet  not  be  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce.  There  is  no  allegation  that  the  defendants  are, 
or  that  any  of  them  is,  or  was,  engaged  in  interstate  trade, 
or  that  the  articles  made  by  them  are  used  in  such  trade,  or 
that  the  rights  of  the  general  public  have  been  invaded,  or 
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interstate  oommeroe  injuriously  affected  by  any  of  the  acts 
of  the  defendants  as  described  in  the  complaint  There  is 
no  aUegation  that  the  defendants  absorbed  or  intended  to 
absorb  the  entire  trade  in  watch  cases,  or  that  they  controlled 
the  market,  or  any  considerable  part  thereof,  or  that  they 
were  even  a  majority  of  the  watch  manufacturers  of  the 
United  States,  or  that  the  prices  fixed  by  them  were  more 
than  the  goods  were  worth  or  in  any  respect  unfair.  There 
is  no  statement  that  the  goods  made  by  the  defendants  were 
made  by  them  exdusively,  or  that  such  goods  were  indis- 
pensable to  plaintiff's  customers;  non  constat,  such  goods 
could  have  been  furnished  by  the  plaintiff  or  dealers  other 
than  the  defendants. 

What,  then,  is  the  accusation?  When  analyzed  it  will  be 
found  that  the  illegal  acts  charged  against  the  defendants 
are,  first,  that  they  agreed  to  maintain  an  arbitrary  fixed  price 
for  their  goods;  second,  that  they  agreed  not  to  sell  their 
goods  to  plaintiff's  customers;  and,  third,  that  they  notified 
plaintiff's  customers  of  their  determination.  It  is  only  nec- 
essary to  examine  the  first  and  second  of  these  allegations, 
for  it  is  manifest  that  if  the  agreements  made  by  the  defend- 
ants were  lawful  it  could  not  be  unlawful  to  notify  the  world 
of  their  existence.  Both  of  the  alleged  agreements  were 
made  before  July  2, 1890,  the  result  being  that  the  plaintiff, 
before  the  passage  of  that  act,  lost  its  customers.  The  only 
acts  of  the  defendants  which  by  any  possibility  can  be  con- 
strued as  a  violation  of  the  statute  were  the  ratification  and 
renewal  of  these  agreements  after  its  passage.  The  com- 
plaint alleges  that  but  for  such  renewal  the  plaintiff  would 
have  regained  all  its  old  customers. 

The  first  question  then  is,  does  it  constitute  a  violation  of 
the  statute  for  two  or  more  dealers  to  fix  an  arbitrary  price 
for  their  goods  ?  No  authority  has  gone  to  the  extent  of  hold- 
ing that  such  a  transaction,  in  the  absence  of  other  facts,  is 
illegal. 

The  second  question  is :  Is  it  an  illegal  act,  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  law  in  question,  for  two  or  more  traders  to 
agree  among  themselves  that  they  will  not  deal  with  those 
who  prefer  [854]  to  purchase  the  goods  of  another  designated 
trader  in  the  same  business?    Many  perfectly  legitimate  rea- 
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sons  might  be  suggested  for  such  an  agreement  It  is  not 
a  combination  to  monopolize;  at  least  there  is  no  statement 
of  facts  tending  to  show  that  it  produced  a  monopoly  in  the 
present  case.  Indeed,  it  would  seem  that  it  must  have  had 
a  contrary  effect.  There  was  surely  nothing  to  prevent  the 
plaintiff  from  supplying  its  customers  with  those  things 
which  the  defendants  declined  to  sell  them,  and  thus  enlarge 
its  trade  and  stimulate  competition.  The  plaintiff  was  per- 
fectly free  to  engage  in  every  branch  of  the  watchmaking 
business.  So  were  all  others.  The  plaintiff^s  customers 
were  free  to  purchase  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  defendants,  or 
of  any  other  manufacturer.  The  contract  of  1887  was  not 
one  in  restraint  of  trade  within  any  of  the  definitions  or  au- 
thorities which  have  been  examined,  and  it  is  thought  that 
the  defendants'  acts  are  not  reached  by  any  section  of  the 
law  in  question.  The  construction  contended  for  by  the 
plaintiff  would  I'ender  each  of  the  defendants  liable  to  an 
indictment  not  only,  but  would  make  unlawful  almost  evory 
combination  by  which  trade  and  commerce  seek  to  extend 
their  influence  and  enlarge  their  profits.  It  would  extend 
to  every  agreement  where  A.  and  B.  agree  that  they  will 
not  sell  goods  to  those  who  buy  of  C.  It  would  strike  at  all 
agreements  by  which  honest  enterprise  attempts  to  protect 
itself  against  ruinous  and  dishonest  competition. 

It  is  thought  that  these  views  are  in  conformity  with  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  construing  the  act  of  1890.  In  re 
Greene^  52  Fed.  Rep.  104;  V.  8.  v.  Nelson,  Id.  646;  U.  S.  v. 
Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass\  58  Fed.  Rep.  440;  In  re  Gom- 
mg,  61  Fed.  Rep.  205 ;  In  re  TerreUj  Id.  213.  The  demurrer 
is  sustained. 


[696]    HAGAN  ET  AL  v.  BLINDELL  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Ck»nrt  of  Appeals,  Fifth  Circuit    May  29,  1803.) 

[56  Fed.,  696.] 

Combinations  in  Rbstbaint  of  Trabb — ^Equitt  Jubisdiotion. — ^The 
jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  to  entertain  a  suit  to  enjoin  a 

•  Injunction  pendente  lite  granted  by  Circuit  Court,  Bastem  Dis- 
trict of  Louisiana  (64  Fed.,  40).    See  p.  106. 
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eomblnation  of  penons  from  Intaf ering  with  and  preYentlng  ship- 
owners  from  shipping  a  crew  may  be  maintained  on  the  ground  of 
preventing  a  multiplicity  of  suits  at  law,  and  for  the  reason  that 
damages  at  law  [697]  for  interrupting  the  business  and  iutercepting 
the  profits  of  pending  enterprises  and  voyages  must,  in  their  nature, 
be  oonjectural,  and  not  susceptible  of  proof.  64  Fed.  Rep.  40, 
affirmed.« 
Samb — ^iRjuHcnoif  PiNnKRTB  Lira — ^BviDBNGi. — BlTidenoe  that,  by 
reason  of  the  action  of  a  combination  of  persons,  the  crew  left 
complainants'  ship  as  she  was  about  to  sail,  and  that  another  crew 
could  not  be  procured  for  nine  days,  and  then  only  with  the  assist- 
ance of  the  police  authorities  and  the  protection  of  a  restraining 
order,  while  other  vessels  in  the  vicinity  had  no  difiiculty  in 
getting  crews,  is  suflicient  to  authorize  the  court  to  ^oin  inter- 
ference with  the  business  of  the  complainants  by  such  combination 
pendente  lite.    64  Fed.  Rep.  40,  affirmed. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  I^ouisiana. 

In  Equity.  Bill  of  Blindell  Bros.  &  Co.  and  others  against 
Charles  Hagan  and  others  to  enjoin  interference  with  their 
business  as  shipowners.  From  a  decree  granting  an  injunc- 
tion pendente  lite,  (54  Fed.  Rep.  40,)  defendants  appeal 
Affirmed. 

John  D.  Grace  and  /.  Wara  Gurley^  Jr.j  {Ourley  dk 
Mellon,  on  the  brief,)  for  appellants. 

F.  B.  Earhart  and  H.  P.  Dart,  lot  appellee. 

Before  Pardsb  and  McCormick,  Circuit  Judges,  and  Tottl- 
xiK,  District  Judge. 

Tout^nr,  District  Judge. 

The  only  practical  question  presented  by  the  record  is 
whether  the  court  below  had  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  as  made 
by  the  bill.  We  concur  in  the  concludon  reached  by  the 
learned  judge  who  decided  the  case  below,  as  expressed  in  his 
opinion,  and  whidi  is  made  a  part  of  the  record,  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  maintainable  on  general  principles 
of  equitable  jurisdiction;  and  a  careful  examination  of  the 

•  Syllatras  copyrighted,  1808,  by  West  Publishing  Go. 
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case  satisfies  us  that,  under  all  the  facts  before  it,  there  was 
no  error  in  the  court  awarding  a  preliminary  injunction. 
The  decree  is  therefore  afiirmcd. 


[86]  WORKINGMEN'S  AMALGAMATED  COUNCIL 
OF  NEW  ORLEANS  ET  AL.  v.  UNITED  STATES.- 

(Circuit  CJourt  of  Appeals,  Fifth  Circuit    June  13,  1893.) 

[57  Fed.,  85.] 

Cnwurr  Coubt  of  Appeals — ^Review  op  OsDEtt  Gbantino  Temporary 
Injunction. — ^The  circuit  court  of  appeals  will  not  reverse  an  Inter- 
locutory order  granting  or  continuing  a  temporary  Injunction  un- 
less It  Is  clearly  shown  that  the  same  was  Improvldently  granted, 
and  Is  hurtful  to  the  appellant^ 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Louisiana. 

In  Equity.  Suit  by  the  United  States  against  the  Work- 
ingmen's  Amalgamated  Council  of  New  Orleans,  La.,  and 
others,  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  interfering  with 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  An  order  was  made  in 
the  court  below  granting  a  temporary  injunction,  (64  Fed. 
Hep.  994,)  and  defendants  appeal  therefrom.    Affirmed. 

M.  Marks  J  {A.  H.  Leonard  and  Evans  <&  Dunn^  on  the 
brief,)  for  appellants. 

F.  B.  Earhart^  for  the  United  States. 

Before  McCormick,  Circuit  Judge,  and  Toulmin,  Dis- 
trict Judge. 

McCormick,  Circuit  Judge. 

November  10, 1892,  the  district  attorney  for  the  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Louisiana,  acting  under  the  direction  of  the  attorney 
general,  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  exhibited  in  the 
circuit  court  for  said  eastern  district  of  Louisiana  a  bill  for 

« Temporary  Injunction  granted  by  the  Circuit  Court  for  Eastern 
Louisiana  (54  Fed.,  994).    See  p.  110. 
»  Syllabus  cop3n^lS^ted,  1804,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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injunction  under  the  act  of  congress  to  protect  trade  and  com- 
merce against  unlawful  restraint  and  monopolies.  26  Stat. 
209.  The  circuit  court  exercised  just  cauticm,  and  gave  re- 
qxmdents  ample  time  to  show  cause  why  the  preliminary  in- 
junction sought  should  not  be  granted.  Bespondents  im- 
proved the  time  thus  allowed  them,  and,  in  all  the  forms  in 
use  in  such  proceedings,  submitted  matters  of  law  and  fact 
in  opposition  to  the  granting  of  the  temporary  injunction. 
The  motion  for  the  temporary  injunction  continued  pending, 
and  the  hearing  of  it  was  adjourned  from  time  to  time  until 
the  27th  March,  1898,  when  the  circuit  court  passed  the  de- 
cree granting  the  temporary  injunction,  as  prayed  for  in  the 
bill,  as  to  the  appellants,  and  the  respondents  appealed. 

The  appellants  assign  as  error  the  overruling  by  the  circuit 
court  of  each  of  the  grounds  of  objection  urged  in  that  court 
against  the  granting  of  said  injunction.  These  are  well 
summarized,  discussed,  and  disposed  of  in  the  very  able 
opinion  of  the  judge  of  the  circuit  court  who  passed  the  de- 
cree now  sought  to  be  reversed.  The  matters  of  law  pre- 
sented to  and  considered  by  him  were  not  well  taken  by  the 
appellants,  respondents  below,  and  the  circuit  court's  ruling 
to  that  effect  was  correct.  The  bill  exhibited  is  clearly  within 
the  statute,  and  the  pleadings  of  the  respondents  were  not 
such  as  [86]  to  require  the  refusal  of  the  prayer  for  a  tem- 
porary injunction.  The  volume  of  assisting  and  counter 
affidavits  was  large,  and  the  conflict  of  this  testimony  sharp 
and  emphatic,  such  as  must,  in  the  nature  of  the  case,  make 
variant  impressions  on  the  minds  of  different  judges  as 
to  the  facts  shown.  The  summary  of  the  proof  made  in  the 
opinion  of  the  judge  of  the  circuit  court  is  fairly  supported 
by  the  record,  and  shows  that  there  was  proof  tending  to 
support  the  allegations  of  the  bill.  The  providing  by  law 
for  an  appeal  from  an  interlocutory  order  granting  an  in- 
junction certainly  clothes  the  court  of  appeals  with  the  power 
and  charges  it  with  the  duty  of  reviewing,  and  in  a  proper 
case  reversing,  the  action  of  the  trial  court  in  granting 
such  injunctions;  but  as  to  issues  of  fact,  presented  as 
they  only  can  be  presented  in  such  cases,  the  findings  of 
the  facts  expressed  or  implied  in  the  action  of  the  trial  court 
should  be  given  due  weight,  and  its  action,  so  far  as  it  rests 
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on,  or  is  affected  by,  the  state  of  facts  proved,  should  not  be 
reversed  unless  it  is  made  clearly  to  appear  that  it  was  im- 
provident and  hurtful  to  the  appellant  In  this  case  the 
most  that  can  be  urged  against  the  order  having  relation  to 
the  state  of  the  proof  is  that  it  was  unnecessary.  It  only 
enjoined  the  appellants  from  doing,  pending  this  suit,  what 
the  statute  forbids  and  provides  may  be  prevented  by  in- 
junction. On  this  appeal  from  an  interlocutory  order, 
which  we  affirm,  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  anticipate  the 
further  progress  and  final  hearing  of  this  case  by  an  ex- 
pression of  our  views  as  to  the  full  scope  and  sound  con- 
struction of  this  recent  and  important  statute.  The  order 
of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed. 


[68]    UNITED      STATES      v.     TRANS  -  MISSOURI 
FREIGHT  ASSOCIATION  ET  AL.» 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Bightb  Circuit    October  2,  1893.) 
[58  Fed.,  5a] 

Statutes — Constbuotion.— Every  statute  must  be  read  in  tbe  llglit  of 
the  general  laws  upon  tbe  same  subject  In  force  at  tbe  time  of  Its 
enactment^ 

Same— Cbiminal  Laws — Common-Law  OimNSB  Adopted  bt  Con- 
gress.— Wbere  congress  adopts  or  creates  a  common-law  offense, 
and  in  doing  so  uses  terms  whlcb  have  acquired  a  well-understood 
meaning  by  Judicial  Interpretation,  the  presumption  is  that  the 
terms  were  used  In  that  sense,  and  courts  may  properly  look  to  prior 
decisions  interpreting  them  for  the  meaning  of  the  terms  and  the 
definition  of  the  offense  where  there  is  no  other  definition  in  the  act 

MoNOPOUBS — Restraint  of  Interstate  Commerce. — ^The  contracts, 
combinations  in  tbe  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  and  conspiracies  in 
restraint  of  trade  declared  to  be  illegal  in  interstate  and  interna- 
tional commerce  by  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  entitled  "An  act  to  pro- 
tect trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monop- 
olies," (26  Stat  209,  c.  647 ;  Rev.  St  Supp.  762,)  are  the  contracts, 
combinations,  and  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade  that  had  l)een 
declared  by  the  courts  to  be  against  public  policy  and  void  under  the 
common  law  before  the  passage  of  that  act 

o  Decision  in  the  Circuit  Court,  Kansas  (53  Fed.,  440).    See.  p.  80. 
Reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (166  U.  a,  290).    See  p.  64& 
»  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1894,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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Sauk — The  test  of  the  Talldlty  of  such  contracts  or  combinations  Is 
not  the  existence  of  restriction  upon  competition  imposed  thereby, 
bnt  the  reasonableness  of  that  restriction  under  the  facts  and  clr- 
comstances  of  each  particular  case.  Public  welfare  is  first  con- 
sldered*  and,  if  the  contract  or  combination  appears  to  have  been 
made  for  a  just  and  honest  purpose,  and  the  restraint  upon  trade  is 
not  q[>ecially  injurious  to  the  public,  and  is  not  greater  than  the  pro- 
tection of  the  legitimate  Interests  of  the  party  in  whose  favor  the 
restraint  is  imposed  reasonably  requires,  the  contract  or  combination 
is  not  Illegal.  Shlras,  District  Judge,  dissenting,  on  the  ground  that 
this  rule  is  not  applicable  to  corporations  charged  with  public 
duties. 

[S8]  Samb— Oommon-Law  Rule.— The  ground  on  whldi  certain 
classes  of  contracts  and  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade  were 
held  Illegal  at  common  law  was  that  they  were  against  public  policy. 

PuBUo  PouoT — How  DcTEBMiNED. — The  publlc  pollcy  of  the  nation 
most  be  determined  from  its  constitution,  laws,  and  Judicial  de- 
cisions. 

Samb— Ii«TEB8TATS  OoMMKBCE.— The  sct  of  February  4,  1887,  entitled 
"An  act  to  regulate  commerce,"  demonstrates  the  fact  that  from 
the  date  of  the  passage  of  that  act  it  has  been  the  public  policy 
of  this  nation  to  regulate  that  part  of  interstate  commerce  which 
consists  of  transportation,  and  to  so  far  restrict  competition  In 
freight  and  passenger  rates  betwe^i  railroad  companies  engaged 
therein  as  shall  be  necessary  to  make  such  rates  open,  public, 
reasonable,  uniform,  and  steady,  and  to  prevent  discriminations 
and  undue  preferences. 

BQUtTT — ^Hbabino  on  Biu.  AND  Answkb — EVIDENCE. — When  a  suit  Is 
beard  on  bill  and  answer,  the  allegations  of  fact  in  the  bill  that  are 
dolled  in  the  answer  are  to  be  taken  as  dlE^roved,  and  the  averments 
of  fact  in  the  answer  stand  admitted. 

Same. — ^Where  the  contract  is  admitted,  but  the  allegations  tending  to 
show  its  sinister  purpose,  tendency,  and  effect  contained  in  the  bill 
are  doiied  by  the  answer,  and  averments  tending  to  show  a  Just  and 
honest  purpose,  tendency,  and  effect  are  made,  the  latter  averments 
contained  in  the  answer  stand  admitted,  and  the  contract  will  be 
presumed  to  have  been  made  for  an  honest  and  legitimate  purpose, 
unless  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  clearly  show  the  contrary. 
In  the  examination  of  such  a  contract,  fraud  and  Illegality  are  not 
to  be  presumed. 

OoNTEACTS — ^PUBUO  PoucY. — ^B'recdom  of  contract  is  as  essential  to 
unrestricted  oonmiarce  as  freedom  of  competition,  and  one  who  asks 
the  court  to  put  restrictions  upon  the  right  to  contract  ought  to 
make  it  clearly  appear  that  the  contract  assailed  is  against  public 
pc^lcy. 

Samb— RE8TBAINT  OF  Tbadb— -Anti-Tbust  Aot. — ^A  coutract  between 
railroad  companies  forming  a  freight  association  that  they  will 
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establish  and  maintain  snch  rates,  roles,  and  regulations  on  freight 
traffic  between  competitiye  points  as  a  committee  of  their  choosing 
shall  reconmiend  as  reasonable;  that  these  rates,  mles,  and  regnla- 
tions  shall  be  imblic;  that  there  shall  be  monthly  meetings  of  the 
association,  composed  of  one  r^resentatiye  from  each  railroad  com- 
pany; that  each  company  shall  give  five  days'  notice  before  some 
monthly  meeting  of  every  reduction  of  rates  or  deviation  from  the 
mies  it  proposes  to  make;  that  it  will  advise  with  the  representa- 
tives of  the  other  members  at  the  meeting  relative  to  the  proposed 
modification,  will  submit  the  question  of  its  proposed  action  to  a 
vote  at  that  meeting,  and,  if  the  proposition  is  voted  down,  that  it 
will  then  give  ten  days*  notice  that  it  will  make  the  modification 
notwithstanding  the  vote  before  it  puts  the  proposed  change  into 
effect;  that  no  member  will  falsely  bill  any  freight,  or  bill  any 
at  a  wrong  classification;  and  that  any  member  may  withdraw 
from  the  association  on  a  notice  of  thirty  days, — appears  to  be  a 
contract  tending  to  make  competition  fair  and  open,  and  to  induce 
steadiness  of  rates,  and  is  in  accord  with  the  policy  of  the  inter- 
state commerce  act  Such  agreement  cannot  be  adjudged  to  be  a 
contract  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  under  the  anti-trust  act 
when  it  Is  admitted  that  the  rates  maintained  under  the  same  have 
been  reasonable,  and  that  the  tendency  has  been  to  diminish,  rather 
than  to  enhance,  rates,  and  there  is  no  other  evidence  of  its  conse- 
quences or  effect  Shiras,  District  Judge,  dissenting.  63  Fed.  Bep. 
440,  affirmed. 

Same. — No  monopoly  of  trade  or  attempt  to  monopolise  trade  within 
the  meaning  of  the  anti-trust  act  is  proved  by  such  a  contract 

[00]  Same. — The  railroad  companies  who  are  parties  to  such  a  con- 
tract do  not  thereby  substantially  disable  themselves  from  the  dis- 
charge of  their  public  duties 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  Kansas.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Sanborn,  Circuit  Judge: 

This  Is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  circuit  court  dismissing  a 
bill  brought  by  the  United  States  against  the  Trans-Missouri  Freight 
Association  and  18  railroad  companies,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  congress  of  July  2,  1890,  entitled  **An  act  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  commonly 
known  as  the  **  Sherman  Anti-Trust  Act,"  (26  Stat  209,  a  647 ;  Rev. 
St  Supp.  7G2,)  to  dissolve  the  association,  and  enjoin  the  railroad 
companies  from  fulfilling  an  agreement  with  each  other  to  have  and 
maintain  Joint  rules,  regulations,  and  rates  for  carrying  freight 
between  competing  points  upon  their  several  roads.  The  case  was 
heard  on  the  bill  and  the  answers  of  the  several  defendants. 

The  bin  alleges  that  the  defendant  railroad  companies  were  corpora- 
tions and  common  carriers,  and  that  they  owned  independent  and 
competing  lines  of  railroad  in  that  part  of  the  United  States  west 
of  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  rivers;  that  they  were  engaged  in 
transporting  freight  among  the  states  and  to  and  from  foreign  na- 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


UNHBD  8TATB8  V.  TRAH^-MIBSOUBI  FREIGHT  ABBS.      189 

Statement  of  the  Oaae. 

tions,  and  that  they  had  been  encouraged  to  construct  and  maintain 
these  competing  lines  of  railroad  independent  of  each  other  by  sab- 
sidies  and  grants  of  lands  from  the  United  States  and  the  people  of 
the  states  and  territories  west  of  these  great  rivers.  The  bill  then 
alleges  that,  not  being  content  with  the  rates  of  freight  they  were  re- 
ceiving, intending  oppressively  to  augment  those  rates,  to  counteract 
the  effect  of  free  competition  upon  them,  to  establish  and  maintain 
arbitrary  rates,  and  to  procure  large  sums  of  money  from  the  people 
of  those  states  and  territories  engaged  in  Interstate  commerce,  they 
entered  into  an  agreement  on  March  15,  1889,  which,  as  subsequently 
modified,  reads  thus: 

**  Memorandum  of  agreement,  made  and  entered  into  this  fifteenth 
day  of  March,  1889,  by  and  between  the  following  railroad  companies, 
viz.:  Atchison,  Topeka  ft  Santa  Fe  Rnilroad,  Chicago,  Rode  Island  & 
Pacific  Railway,  Chicago.  St  Paul,  Minneapolis  ft  Omaha  Railway, 
Burlington  ft  Missouri  River  Railroad  in  Nebraslca,  Denver  ft  Rio 
Grande  Railroad,  Denver  ft  Rio  Grande  Western  Railway,  Fremont, 
Elkhom  ft  Missouri  Valley  Railroad,  Kansas  City,  Ft  Scott  ft  Mem- 
phis Railroad,  Kansas  City,  St  Joseph  ft  Council  Bluffs  Railroad, 
Missouri  Pacific  Railway,  Sioux  City  ft  Pacific  Railroad,  St  Joseph 
ft  Grand  Island  Railroad,  St  Louis  ft  San  Francisco  Railway,  Union 
Pacific  Railway,  Utah  Central  Railway,  and  such  other  companies 
as  may  hereafter  become  parties  hereto.  Witnesseth,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  mutual  protection,  by  establishing  and  maintaining  reasonable 
rat«^  rules,  and  regulations  on  all  freight  traffic,  both  through  and 
local,  the  subscribers  do  hereby  form  an  association,  to  be  known  as 
the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association,  and  agree  to  be  governed 
by  the  following  provisions: 

"Abticle  I. 

"The  traffic  to  be  included  in  the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Associa- 
tion shall  be  as  follows : 

"1.  All  traffic  competitive  between  any  two  or  more  members 
hereof  passing  between  points  in  the  following  described  territory, 
commencing  at  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  on  the  95th  meridian ;  thence  north 
to  the  Red  River ;  thence  via  that  river  to  the  eastern  boundary  line 
of  the  Indian  territory;  thence  north  by  said  boundary  line  and  the 
eastern  line  of  the  state  of  Kansas  to  the  Missouri  river,  at  Kansas 
C3ty;  thence  via  the  said  Missouri  river  to  the  point  of  intersection 
of  that  river  with  the  eastern  boundary  of  Montana ;  thence  via  the 
said  eastern  boundary  line  to  the  international  line,~the  foregoing 
to  be  known  as  the  '  Missouri  River  line ; '  thence  via  said  international 
line  to  the  Pacific  coast;  thence  via  the  Pacific  coast  to  the  inter- 
national line  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico ;  thence  via  said 
International  line  to  [61]  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and  thence  via  said 
Gulf  to  the  point  of  beginning,  including  business  between  points  on 
the  boundary  line  as  described. 

"2.  All  freight  traffic  originating  within  the  territory  as  defined  in 
the  first  section  when  destined  to  points  east  of  the  aforesaid  Missouri 
river  line. 

"  EXCEPTIONS. 

"(a)  The  D.  ft  R.  Q.  and  the  D.  ft  R.  G.  W.,  except  their  business 
to  and  from  points  in  Colorado  west  of  the  D.  ft  R.  G.  line  between 
Denver  and  Trinidad ;  also  business  via  their  lines  between  points  in 
Colorado  and  points  in  Utah. 

"AH  local  business  between  Denver  and  Trinidad  and  intermediate 
polntB;  all  local  business  of  the  A^  T.  ft  S.  F.  between  Pueblo  and 
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Oanon  Olty,  Colo. ;  all  stone  traffic  haTing  both  origin  and  destination 
within  the  state  of  Colorado. 

"The  Jurisdiction  of  this  association,  in  so  far  as  the  business  of 
the  Denver  &  Rio  Grande  and  the  Denver  and  Rio  Grande  Western 
Railway  Oompanies  is  concerned,  covers  the  following  traffic,  namely : 

"All  freight  traffic  to,  from,  or  through  all  common  or  junction 
points  in  the  states  of  Nebraska  and  Kansas  and  the  Indian  Territory, 
originating  at  or  destined  to  Denver,  Ck)lorado  Springs,  Pueblo,  or 
Trinidad. 

"All  freight  traffic  between  Ogden,  Spanish  Fork,  and  intermediate 
points  on  the  one  band,  and  to,  from,  or  through  points  in  Kansas  or 
Nebraska  upon  or  east  of  the  103d  meridian,  on  the  other  hand. 

"  Traffic  which  may  be  excluded  under  the  application  of  the  above 
is  only  such  as  may  be  delivered  to  or  received  from  the  Denver  & 
Rio  Grande  Railroad  and  Denver  and  Rio  Grande  Western  Railway. 

"(b)  Traffic  included  in  the  Transcontinental  and  International 
Association. 

"(c)  Traffic  passing  between  points  in  Kansas  or  Nebraska  and 
Mississippi  river  points,  Garondelet  and  south;  also  traffic  passing 
between  points  in  Kansas  or  Nebraska  and  points  in  the  southern 
states  east  of  the  Mississippi  river  and  south  of  the  south  line  of 
Kentucky  and  Virginia,  regardless  of  the  route  by  which  the  business 
crosses  the  Mississippi  or  Ohio  rivers. 

"(d)  Traffic  passing  between  Missouri  river  points  and  points  in  the 
territory  east  of  said  river. 

"(e)  All  traffic  to  points  on  the  Northern  Pacific  and  Manitoba  Rail- 
ways. 

"(f)  Traffic  to  points  in  Arkansas. 

"(g)  Ck>al,  stone,  and  gravel  from  Colorado,  Wyoming,  and  Dakota, 
to  points  in  Kansas  and  Nebraska,  and  to  Slonz  City,  Ck>nncil  Bluffis, 
or  Pacific  Junction,  Iowa,  St  Joseph,  Kansas  C!ity,  or  Boswell,  Mo. 

"(h)  The  interchange  of  traffic  with  the  Ck>lorado  Midland  and 
South  Park  Companies,  to  or  from  Aspen,  Ck>lorado,  Glenwood  Springs, 
Colorado,  and  intermediate  points,  including  coal  branches  therefrom, 
and  Buena  Vista,  Colorado,  and  Leadville,  Colorado. 

"(1)  Business  to  and  from  Florence,  C!olorado,  by  all  lines. 

"Abtigu  II. 

"  Section  1.  The  association  shall,  by  unanimous  vote,  elect  a  chair- 
man of  the  organization.  The  chairman  may  be  removed  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote  of  the  members. 

"  Sec  2.  There  shall  be  regular  meetings  of  the  association  at  Kan- 
sas Ci^,  unless  notice  shall  be  given  by  the  chairman  that  the  business 
to  be  transacted  does  not  warrant  calling  the  members  together,  which 
notice  shall  be  given  not  less  than  four  days  before  the  day  set  for 
the  meeting.  When  a  meeting,  regular  or  special,  is  convened,  it  shall 
be  incumbent  upon  each  party  hereto  to  be  represented  by  some  officer 
authorized  to  act  definitely  upon  any  and  all  questions  to  be  con- 
sidered. Each  road  shall  designate  to  the  chairman  one  person  who 
shall  be  held  personally  responsible  for  rates  on  that  road.  Such 
person  shall  be  present  at  all  regular  meetings  when  possible,  and 
shall  represent  his  road,  unless  a  superior  officer  is  present  If  unable 
to  attend,  he  shall  send  a  substitute,  with  written  authority  to  act 
upon  all  questions  which  may  arise,  and  the  vote  of  such  substitute 
shall  be  binding  upon  the  company  he  represents. 

"Sea  8.  A  committee  shall  be  appointed  to  establish  rates,  roles, 
and  reg-  [08]  nlations  on  the  traffic  subject  to  this  association,  and  to 
consider  changes  therein,  and  make  rules  for  meeting  the  competi- 
tion of  outside  lines.    Their  conclusions,  when  unanimous,  shall  be 
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made  effectlTe  when  they  w>  order;  but  If  they  differ  the  question  at 
iflsiie  shall  oe  referred  to  the  managers  of  the  lines  parties  hereto,  and 
If  they  disagree  it  shall  he  arbitrated  In  the  manner  provided  In 
article  7. 

"Sea  4.  At  least  five  days'  written  notice  prior  to  each  monthly 
meeting  shall  be  given  the  chairman  of  any  proposed  reduction  In 
rates,  or  change  In  any  role  or  regnlatlon  governing  freight  traffic; 
eight  days  in  so  far  as  applicable  to  the  traffic  of  Colorado  or  Utah. 

'*Sec.  6.  At  each  monthly  meeting  the  association  shall  consider 
and  vote  upon  all  changes  proposed  of  which  due  notice  has  been 
given,  and  all  parties  shall  be  bonnd  by  the  decision  of  the  associa- 
tion so  expressied,  unless  then  and  there  the  parties  shall  give  the 
association  definite  written  notice  that  in  ten  days  theieafter  they 
shall  make  snch  modification,  notwithstanding  the  vote  of  the  asso- 
ciation: provided,  that,  if  the  meml)er  giving  notice  of  the  change 
shall  fall  to  be  represented  at  the  meeting,  no  action  shall  be  talcen 
on  its  notice,  and  the  same  shall  be  consid^ed  withdrawn.  Should 
any  member  insist  upon  a  reduction  of  rate  against  the  views  of 
the  majority,  or  If  the  majority  favor  the  same,  and  If,  in  the  judg- 
ment of  said  majority,  the  rate  so  made  affecte  seriously  the  rates 
upon  other  traffic,  then  the  association  may,  by  a  majority  vote  upon 
such  other  traffic,  put  into  effect  corresponding  rates,  to  take  effect 
upon  the  same  day.  By  unanimous  consent  any  rate,  rule,  or  regulation 
relating  to  freight  traffic  may  be  modified  at  any  meeting  of  the  asso- 
ciation without  previous  notlca 

''Sec.  6.  Notwithstanding  anything  in  this  article  contained,  each 
member  may,  at  its  peril,  make  at  any  time,  without  previous  notice, 
SDch  rate,  rule,  or  regulation  as  may  t)e  necessary  to  meet  the  com- 
petition of  lines  not  members  of  the  association,  giving  at  the  same 
time  notice  to  the  chairman  of  its  action  In  the  premises.  If  the 
cbalrman  upon  investigation  shall  decide  that  such  rate  is  not  neces- 
sary to  meet  the  direct  competition  of  lines  not  members  of  the 
association,  and  shall  so  notify  the  road  making  the  rate,  it  shall 
tanmedlately  withdraw  such  rate.  At  the  next  meeting  of  the  associa- 
tion held  after  the  making  of  such  rate  it  shall  be  reported  to  the 
association,  and,  if  the  association  shall  decide  by  a  two-thirds  vote 
that  such  rate  was  not  made  in  good  faith  to  meet  such  competition, 
the  member  offending  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty  provided  In 
section  8  of  this  article.  If  the  association  shall  decide  by  a  two- 
thirds  yotQ  that  such  rate  was  made  in  good  faith  to  meet  such  com- 
petition, it  shall  be  considered  as  authority  for  the  rate  so  made. 

"  Sec  7.  All  arrangements  with  connecting  lines  for  the  division  of 
throui^  rates  relating  to  traffic  covered  by  this  agreement  shall  be 
made  by  authority  of  the  association :  provided,  however,  that  when 
one  road  has  a  proprietary  interest  in  another  the  divisions  between 
sudi  roads  shall  be  what  they  may  elect,  and  shall  not  be  the  prop- 
er^ of  the  association:  provided,  further,  that  as  r^^rds  traffic 
contracts  at  this  date  actually  existing  between  lines  not  having 
common  proprietary  interests,  the  same  shall  be  reported,  so  far  as 
divisions  are  concerned,  to  the  association,  to  the  end  that  divisions 
with  competing  lines  may,  if  thought  advisable  by  them,  be  made  on 
efioally  favorable  terms. 

"Sec.  8.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  chairman  to  Investigate  all 
^^larent  violations  of  the  agreement,  and  to  report  his  findings  to 
the  managers,  who  shall  determine  by  a  majority  vote  (the  momlier 
against  whom  complaint  Is  made  to  have  no  vote)  what.  If  any* 
penalty  shall  be  assessed,  the  amount  of  each  flne^  not  to  exceed  one 
hundred  dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  association.  If  any  line  party 
hneto  agrees  with  a  shipper,  or  any  one  else^  to  secure  a  reduction 
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or  change  In  rates,  or  change  In  the  rules  or  regulations,  and  It  Is 
shown  upon  Investigation  by  the  chairman  that  such  an  arrangement 
was  effected,  and  traffic  thereby  secured,  such  action  shall  be  reported 
to  the  managers,  who  shall  determine,  as  above  provided,  what.  If  any, 
penalty  shall  be  assessed. 

"  Sec.  9.  When  a  penalty  shall  have  been  declared  against  any  mem- 
ber of  this  association,  the  chairman  shall  notify  the  managing  officer 
bf  said  com-  [63]  pany  that  such  fine  has  been  assessed,  and  that 
within  ten  days  thereafter  he  will  draw  for  the  amount  of  the  fine; 
and  the  draft,  wh^i  presented,  shall  be  honored  by  the  company  thus 
assessed. 

**  Sec.  10.  All  fines  collected  to  be  used  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
association,  the  offending  party  not  to  be  benefited  by  the  amounts 
it  may  pay  as  fines. 

**  Sec.  11.  Any  member  not  present  or  fully  represented  at  roll  call 
of  general  or  special  meetings  of  the  freight  association,  of  which 
due  and  proper  notice  has  been  given,  shall  be  fined  one  dollar,  to  be 
assessed  against  his  company,  unless  he  shall  have  previously  filed 
with  the  chairman  notice  of  inability  to  be  present  or  represented. 

••Abticle  III. 

**  The  duties  and  power  of  the  chairman  shall  be  as  follows : 

"  Section  1.  He  shall  preside  at  all  meetings  of  the  association,  and 
make  and  keep  a  record  thereof,  and  promulgate  such  of  said  proceed- 
ings as  may  be  necessary  to  inform  the  parties  hereto  of  the  action 
taken  by  the  association. 

**Sec.  2.  He  shall  at  all  times  keep  and  publish  for  the  use  of 
the  members  a  full  record  of  the  rates,  rules,  and  regulations  prevail- 
ing on  all  lines  parties  hereto  on  business  covered  by  this  agreement, 
and  each  of  the  parties  hereto  agrees  to  furnish  such  number  of  copies 
of  the  rates,  rules,  and  regulations  Issued  by  It  as  the  chairman  may 
require. 

"Sec.  8.  He  shall  construe  this  agreement  and  all  resolutions 
adopted  thereunder,  his  construction  to  be  binding  until  changed  by 
a  majority  vote  of  the  association. 

"  Sea  4.  He  shall  publish  In  joint  form  all  rates,  rules,  or  regula- 
tions which  are  general  In  their  character  and  apply  throughout  the 
territory  of  the  association,  and  shall  also  publish  in  the  manner  above 
such  rates,  rules,  or  regulations  applying  on  traffic  common  to  two 
or  more  lines  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  lines  In  Interest 

"  Sec.  5.  He  shall  be  furnished  with  copies  of  all  waybills  for  freight 
carried  under  this  agreement  when  called  for,  and  shall  furnish  such 
statistics  as  may  be  necessary  to  give  members  general  information 
as  to  the  traffic  moved,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate  Ck>m- 
merce  Railway  Association  agreement  as  to  lines  members  thereof. 

**  Sea  6.  He  shall  render  to  each  member  of  the  association  monthly 
statements  of  the  expenses  of  the  association,  showing  the  proportions 
due  from  each,  and  shall  make  drafts  on  members  for  the  different 
amounts  thus  shown  to  be  due. 

'*  Sea  7.  He  shall  hear  and  determine  all  charges  of  violations  of 
this  agreement,  and  assess,  collect,  and  dispose  of  the  fines  for  such 
violations  as  provided  for  herein. 

'*  Sea  8.  The  chairman  shall  be  empowered  to  authorise  lines  In  the 
association  to  meet  the  rates  of  another  line  or  other  lines  in  the  as- 
sociation when  in  his  Judgment  such  action  Is  justified  by  tlie  cir- 
cumstances ;  this,  however,  not  to  act  In  any  way  as  an  Indorsement 
of  an  unauthorized  rate  made  by  any  member. 

"Sec.  9.  Only  parties  Interested  shall  vote  upon  questions  arising 
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Qnder  the  agreement,  and  In  case  of  doubt  the  chairman  shfill  deckle 
as  to  whether  any  party  Is  so  interested  or  not,  subject  to  f^vpeal,  as 
piOYided  by  section  3  of  article  3  of  the  agreement. 

**ABnGLB  IV. 

"Any  willful  under-billing  in  weights  or  billing  of  freight  at  wrong 
classification  shall  be  considered  a  violation  of  this  agreemoit,  and  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  any  weighing  association  or  inspection  bureau 
as  estahlished  by  it,  or  as  enforced  by  its  officers  and  agents,  shall  be 
considered  binding  under  tbe  provisions  of  this  agreement,  and  any 
willful  violation  of  them  shall  be  subject  to  the  peaialties  provided 
herein. 

"ABncuB  V. 

**  The  expenses  of  the  association  shall  be  borne  by  the  several  par- 
ties in  such  proportion  as  may  be  fixed  by  the  chairman.  Any  member 
not  satisfied  with  the  allotment  so  made  may  appeal  to  the  associa- 
tion, which  shall,  at  [64]  its  first  regular  meeting  thereafter,  deter- 
mine the  matter,  which  may  be  done  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the 
members. 

••Abticix  VL 

"There  shall  be  an  executive  committee  of  three  members,  to  be 
elected  by  unanimous  vote.  The  committee  shall  approve  the  appoint- 
ment and  salaries  of  necessary  employes,  except  that  of  the  chairman, 
and  authorize  all  disbursements.  All  action  of  this  committee  shall 
be  unanimous. 

••  Abticub  VIL 

"  In  case  the  managers  of  the  lines  parties  hereto  fail  to  agree  upon 
any  question  arising  under  this  agreement  that  shall  be  brought 
before  the  association,  it  shall  be  referred  to  an  arbitration  board, 
which  shall  consist  of  three  members  of  the  executive  board  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Railway  Association:  provided,  however,  that, 
in  case  of  arbitration  In  which  the  m^nbers  of  this  association  only 
are  interested,  th^y  may,  by  unanimous  vote,  substitute  a  special 
boaf^ 

"Abticlb  VIII. 

"This  agreement  shall  take  effect  April  1,  1889,  subject  thereaft^ 
to  thirty  days'  notice  df  a  desire  on  the  part  of  any  line  to  withdraw 
from  or  amend  the  same." 

Tbe  bill  further  alleges  that  this  agreement  took  effect  April  16, 
1889;  that  under  it  rules,  regulations,  and  rates  for  carrying  freight 
over  the  railroads  of  the  defendant  companies  were  fixed  by  the  asso- 
ciation, and  have  since  been  maintained  by  them;  that  since  that 
date  these  railroad  companies  have  declined  and  refused  at  all  times 
to  fix  or  give  rates  for  the  carriage  of  freight  based  upon  the  cost  of 
oonstmctlng  and  maintaining  their  several  lines  of  railroad  and  the 
cost  of  carrying  freights  over  the  same,  and  such  other  elements  as 
should  be  considered  in  establishing  tariff  rates  upon  each  particular 
road;  and  that  the  people  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  have  been 
cmnpelled  to  pay  the  arbitrary  rates  of  freight,  and  to  submit  to  the 
arbitrary  rules  and  regulations  established  and  maintained  by  the 
anociation  formed  under  the  agreement,  and  have  been  and  are  de- 
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prived  of  the  benefits  that  might  be  expected  to  flow  from  free  compe- 
tition between  tlie  several  lines  of  railroad  of  the  deftodant  com- 
panies, and  that  in  this  way  the  defendant  companies  have  combined 
in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among, the  states,  and  hare  at- 
tempted to  monopolize,  and  have  monopolized,  a  part  of  this  commerce. 

Three  of  the  railroad  companies  were  not  members  of  the  associa- 
tion, and  will  not  be  further  noticed.  The  answers  of  the  15  compa- 
nies who  were  members  of  the  association  are  substantially  the  same. 
The  first  defense  in  these  answers  is  that  the  interstate  commerce 
law  of  February  4,  1887,  entitled  "An  act  to  regulate  commerce," 
(24  Stat  879,  c.  104;  Rev.  St  Supp.  529,)  and  the  acts  amendatory 
thereof,  constitute  a  complete  code  of  laws  regulating  that  part  of 
commerce  among  the  states  and  with  foreign  nations  which  relates 
to  transportation,  and  that  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  is  not  applicable 
to,  and  does  not  govern,  them  or  their  actions. 

Coming  to  the  merits  of  the  suit,  these  defendants  admit  that  they 
are  common  carriers ;  that,  with  some  exceptions  not  important  here, 
they  owned  independent  and  competing  lines  of  railroad  in  that  part 
of  the  United  States  west  of  the  Missouri  and  Mississippi  rivers, 
and  that  they  were  engaged  in  the  transportation  of  freight  among 
the  states  and  territories,  and  to  and  from  foreign  nations,  in  that 
region,  but  they  deny  that  they  owned  the  only  through  lines  of  rail- 
road engaged  in  that  business  there;  and  all^e  that  there  were  sev- 
eral others,  to  wit,  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  the  Great 
Northern  Railway  Company,  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company, 
and  the  Texas  Pacific  Raifroad  Company.  They  admit  that  some  of 
them  were  assisted  and  encouraged  to  construct  and  maintain  through 
competing  lines  of  railroad.  Independent  of  each  other,  by  subsidies, 
land  grants,  and  donations  from  the  United  States,  and  from  the 
people  of  the  various  states  and  territories  west  of  the  great  rivers. 
They  admit  that  they  entered  into  the  agreem^t  March  15,  1889,  and 
Viat  rules,  regulations,  and  rates  of  freight  have  since  been  fixed  and 
changed  by  the  association  thus  formed,  and  that  they  have  complied 
[65]  with  and  maintained  them.  They  deny,  however,  that  at  the 
time  they  entered  into  the  agreement  they  were  dissatisfied  with  the 
rates  of  freight  they  were  receiving.  They  deny  that  they  intended, 
in  connection  with  the  formation  of  the  association  or  otherwise,  to 
QPjustly  or  oppressively  augment  such  rates,  or  to  counteract  the 
effect  of  free  competition  on  prices  or  facilities  of  transportation,  or 
to  establish  or  to  maintain  arbitrary  rates,  or  to  prevent  any  one  of 
the  defendants  from  reducing  rates,  or  to  procure  unreasonably  great 
sums  of  money  from  the  people  of  the  states  and  territories  west  of 
the  great  rivers  engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  They  deny  that 
the  formation  and  operations  of  the  association  have  had  any  such 
effects,  but  aver  that  they  have  tended  to  decrease  rates,  and  to  bene- 
fit the  people  and  the  roads.  They  deny  that  they  had  any  inten- 
tion by  the  formation  of  the  association  to  monopolize  or  attempt  to 
monopolize  the  freight  traffic  of  the  region  affected  by  it,  and  deny 
that  it  has  had  any  such  effect  They  allege  that  they  were  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress  of  February  4,  1887,  entitled, 
"An  act  to  regulate  commerce,"  and  the  acts  amendatory  thereof. 
They  aver  that  under  that  act  they  were  required  to  make  all  charges 
reasonable  and  just;  that  they  were  prohibited  from  making  any  un- 
just discriminations,  or  any  undue  or  unreasonable  preferences,  or  from 
giving  any  undue  advantages,  and  that  they  were  required  to  estab- 
lish a  classification  of  freight  and  rates  of  freight,  and  to  publish  and 
file  with  the  interstate  commerce  commission  schedules  showing  this 
classification  and  these  rates,  and  then  to  abide  by  and  maintain 
them;  that,  in  order  to  comply  with  this  law,  consultation  between 
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and  concerted  action  of  the  railroad  companies  conducting  tbe  trans- 
portation business  west  of  tlie  great  rivers  was  essential;  and  tbat 
they  made  this  agreement  and  formed  this  association  in  order  that 
they  might  more  effectually  comply  with  the  proYlslons  of  this  law 
than  they  could  do  acting  independently.  They  allege  that  the  rates  they 
have  established  and  maintained  have  been  reasonable  and  Just; 
that  since  the  organization  of  the  association  more  than  200  reduc- 
tions of  rates  have  been  made  through  its  action;  that  their  agree- 
ment forming  the  association  was  filed  with  the  interstate  commerce 
commission  under  the  act»  and  tliat  the  rules,  regulations,  and  rates 
they  have  established  and  maintained  have  been  in  strict  conformity 
to  the  provisions  thereof.  They  deny  that  the  people  have  been  de- 
prived of  the  benefits  which  might  be  expected  to  fiow  from  free 
competition  in  the  business  of  transportation,  and  allege  that  the 
utmost  freedom  compatible  with  obedience  to  the  interstate  commerce 
act  and  with  the  preservation  of  the  existing  agencies  of  competition 
prevails,  and  they  insist  that  their  association  and  action  under  this 
contract  constitute  no  combination  or  conspiracy  In  restraint  of  inter- 
state or  international  commerce. 

Tlie  opinion  filed  by  the  court  below  when  the  bill  was  dismissed  is 
rqwrted  in  53  Fed.  Rep.  440. 

/•  TF.  Ady^  for  appellant. 

George  R.  Peck  and  Joel  F.  VaUe^  {A.  L.  Williams^  N.  H. 
LoomiSy  R.  W.  Blair^  John  M.  Thurston^  0.  M.  Spencer^ 
0.  A.  Moaman^  J.  D.  Strong^  and  W.  F.  Guthrie^  on  the 
briefs,)  for  appellees. 

Before  Sanborn,  Circuit  Judge,  and  Shiras  and  Thater, 
District  Judges. 

Sanborn,  Circuit  Judge,  after  stating  the  facts  as  above, 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Contracts  between  competing  corporations,  commonly 
termed  "pooling  contracts,"  to  divide  their  earnings  from 
the  transportation  of  freight  in  fixed  proportions,  have  long 
been  held  void  by  the  courts  as  against  public  policy.  Such 
contracts  do  not  simply  restrict  competition,  they  tend  to 
destroy  it;  and,  if  they  do  not  effect  that  result,  it  is  only 
because  they  do  not  completely  accomplish  their  [66]  main 
purpose.  When  acting  independently,  the  spur  of  self-inter- 
est drives  each  corporation  to  furnish  the  people  with  the 
best  accommodations  and  the  safest  and  most  rapid  trans- 
portation at  the  lowest  profitable  rates,  in  order  that  it  may 
attract  larger  patronage  and  gather  increased  gain.  But 
under  the  operation  of  a  pool  this  incentive  to  exertion  is 
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withdrawn.  Each  carrier  finds  it  to  its  interest  to  enhance 
the  price  of  carriage,  and  finds  that  its  profits  are  not  sensi- 
bly diminished  by  furnishing  poor  facilities  for  transporta- 
tion and  inexpensive  and  mean  accommodations.  In  1887 
congress  recognized  and  adopted  this  rule  of  public  policy, 
and  by  section  5  of  "An  act  to  regulate  commerce,''  com- 
monly called  the  "  Interstate  Commerce  Act,"  (24  Stat.  379, 
c.  104;  Rev.  St.  Supp.  529,)  prohibited  such  contracts  be- 
tween common  carriers  engaged  in  interstate  or  international 
commerce.  That  act,  however,  prohibited  contracts  for  the 
pooling  of  freights  of  different  and  competing  railroads  only; 
it  prohibited  contracts  that  thus  destroyed  competition;  it 
did  not  prohibit  all  contracts  that  in  any  way  restricted  or 
regulated  competition.  By  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  entitled 
"An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  re- 
straints and  monopolies,"  commonly  called  the  "Anti-Trust 
Act,"  (26  Stat  209,  c.  647;  Rev.  St  Supp.  762,)  congress 
provided  that: 

••Section  1.  Every  contract,  combination  in  tlie  form  of  trust  or 
otlierwlse,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal. 
Every  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such 
combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor. 

••  Sec  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lise, or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to 
monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  gyllty  of  a  misde- 
meanor." 

••  Sec.  4.  The  several  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby 
invested  with  Jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  this 
act" 

The  government  bases  this  suit  on  these  provisions  of  the 
latter  act  It  claims  that  the  contract  in  question,  and  the 
association  formed  under  it,  are  illegal  on  three  grounds: 
First,  because  the  contract  prevents  free  and  unrestricted 
competition  between  competing  lines  of  railroad ;  second,  be- 
cause it  tends  to  create  a  monopoly ;  and,  third,  because  the 
railroad  corporations  have  through  this  contract  abandoned 
the  discharge  of  some  of  their  duties  to  the  public. 

The  first  ground  steted  is  chiefly  relied  on,  and  it  presents 
questions  of  deep  interest,  the  decision  of  which  must  have 
a  far-reaching  and  important  influence  on  the  transporta- 
tion system  of  the  nation.    The  government  does  not  claim 
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that  the  contract  and  association  assailed  effected  a  pooling 
of  freights,  or  that  they  tend  to  retard  improvement  in  the 
fiudlities  afforded  for  safe,  quick,  and  convenient  trans- 
portation, or  that  they  are  obnoxioas  to  any  of  the  provisions 
of  the  interstate  commerce  act;  but  it  insists  that  the  anti- 
trust act  prohibits  all  contracts  and  combinations  between 
competing  railroad  corporations  which  in  any  manner  re- 
strict free  competition.  The  argument  is,  the  anti-trust 
act  prohibits  any  contract  between  competing  railroad  com- 
panies that  restricts  com-  [67]  petition.  This  contract  re- 
stricts competition;  therefore  it  is  illegaL  Is,  then,  every 
contract  between  competing  railroad  companies  that  in  any 
manner  imposes  a  restriction  upon  competition  a  ^^  contract 
in  restraint  of  trade  "  and  illegal  within  the  meaning  of  the 
anti-trust  act?  Is  the  existence  of  restriction  upon  compe- 
tition the  standard  by  which  the  legality  of  these  and  all 
other  contracts  must  be  measured  under  that  actf  and,  if 
not,  by  what  standard  shall  their  legality  be  determined  t 
These  are  questions  that  the  position  of  the  government  com- 
pels us  to  consider  before  we  can  determine  whether  or  not 
this  contract  is  void.  Their  determination  demands  a  care- 
ful examination  and  construction  of  that  part  of  the  anti- 
trust act  which  declares  that  ^^  every  contract,  combination 
in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint 
of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,"  is  illegal. 
No  definition  of  these  terms  is  found  in  this  act,  but  the 
terms  are  not  new^  For  more  than  200  years  before  it  was 
passed  the  courts  of  England  and  America  had  from  time  to 
time  declared  that  certain  classes  of  contracts  in  restraint  of 
trade  were  against  public  policy,  and  therefore  illegal  and 
void  under  the  common  law.  The  line  of  demarcation  be- 
tween these  ill^al  contracts  and  the  innumerable  valid 
agreements  that  are  daily  made  in  the  business  world  had 
been  drawn  by  long  lines  of  decisions,  and  had  been  re- 
peatedly pointed  out  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States.  Otbba  v.  Oas  Co.,  180  -U.  S.  896,  409,  9  Sup.  Ct 
Bep.  663;  Fowle  v.  Parh^  131  U.  S.  88,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  668. 
Two  years  before  its  passage  congress  had  enacted  the  inter- 
state commerce  law.  They  had  there  provided  a  code  of 
roles  and  established  a  commission  for  the  express  purpose 
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of  regulating  that  part  of  interstate  and  international  oom- 
meroe  which  relates  to  transportation.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, three  well-settled  rules  of  construction  must  be  ap- 
plied  to  ascertain  the  meaning  and  scope  of  the  act: 

(1)  It  must  be  read  in  the  light  of  all  general  laws  upon 
the  same  subject  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the 
act 

(2)  Where  words  haye  acquired  a  well-understood  mean- 
ing by  judicial  interpretation,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  they 
are  used  in  that  sense  in  a  subsequent  statute,  unless  the 
contrary  clearly  appears. 

(8)  Where  congress  creates  an  offense,  and  uses  common; 
law  terms,  the  courts  may  properly  look  to  that  body  of 
jurisprudence  for  the  true  meaning  of  the  terms  used,  and, 
if  it  is  a  common-law  offense,  for  the  definition  of  the  offense 
if  it  is  not  clearly  defined  in  the  act  adopting  or  creating  it 
V.  B.  V.  Armstrong^  2  Curt  446;  U.  8.  v.  Goppersmitf^  4 
Fed.  Bep.  198;  In  re  Greene,  62  Fed.  Bep.  104,  111;  Mo- 
Goal  y.  SmUfij  1  Black,  459,  469;  McDonald  y.  Hovejfj  110 
U.  S.  619,  628,  4  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  142. 

Thus  we  are  brought  to  a  consideration  of  the  statutes 
in  force  and  the  decisions  that  had  been  rendered  when  this 
act  was  passed  to  determine  what  contracts  in  restraint  of 
trade  were  then  illegal,  for  it  is  dear  both  from  the  rules  to 
which  we  haye  referred  and  from  the  title  of  the  act,  yiz. 
^^An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  re- 
straints and  monopolies,''  that  it  was  [6^]  such  contracts, 
and  such  contracts  only,  that  congress  intended  to  declare 
unlawful  and  criminal  in  interstate  commerce. 

Under  the  common  law,  the  ground  on  which  omtracts 
in  restraint  of  trade  were  declared  unlawful  was  that  they 
were  against  public  policy.  But  when  it  becomes  necessary 
to  consider  grounds  of  public  policy  in  the  determination 
of  a  case,  it  is  well  to  bear  in  mind  the  oft-quoted  remarks 
of  Justice  Burrough  in  Richardson  y.  Melliih,  2  Bing.  252, 
that  public  policy  "  is  a  yery  unruly  horse,  and  when  you 
once  get  astride  of  it  you  neyer  know  where  it  will  carry 
you.  It  may  lead  you  from  the  sound  law.''  Public  policy 
changes  with  the  changing  conditions  of  the  times.  It  is 
hardly  to  be  expected  that  a  people  who  are  transported  by 
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steam  with  a  rapidity  hardly  ocmoeiTed  of  a  oentury  ago, 
who  are  in  constant  and  instant  communication  with  each 
other  by  electricity,  and  who  cany  on  the  most  important 
commercial  transactions  by  the  use  of  the  telegraph  while 
separated  by  thousands  of  miles,  will  entertain  precisely  the 
same  views  of  what  is  conducive  to  the  public  welfare  in 
commercial  and  busineBs  transactions  as  the  people  of  the 
last  century,  who  lived  when  commerce  crept  slowly  along  the 
coasts,  shut  out  of  the  interior  by  the  absence  of  roads,  and 
hampered  by  an  almost  impassable  ocean.  -  In  1416  a  writ 
of  debt  was  brought  on  an  obligation  by  one  John  Dier,  in 
which  the  defendant  alleged  the  obligation  in  a  certain 
indenture  which  he  put  forth,  and  on  condition  that  if  the 
def^idant  did  not  use  his  art  of  a  dyer's  craft,  within  the 
city  where  the  plaintiff,  eta,  for  half  a  year,  the  obligation 
to  lose  its  force,  and  said  that  he  did  not  use  his  art  within 
the  time  limited.  Hull,  J.,  said :  ^^  In  my  opinion,  you  might 
have  demurred  upon  him  that  the  obligation  is  void,  inas- 
much as  the  condition  is  against  the  common  law ;  and,  per 
Dieu,  if  the  plaintiff  were  here,  he  should  go  to  prison  till 
he  paid  a  fine  to  the  king."  Y.  B.,  2  Hen.  V.  fol.  6,  pi.  26. 
In  1841,  Lord  Langdale,  master  of  the  rolls,  held  that  a 
contract  made  by  a  lawyer  not  to  practice  his  profession  in 
Great  Britain  for  20  years  was  not  against  public  policy, 
and  that  it  was  valid.  Whittaker  v.  Howe^  8  Beav.  888. 
In  1843,  the  court  of  exchequer  held  that  an  agreement  not 
to  practice  as  a  surgeon  dentist  in  London  or  in  any  other 
town  where  the  plaintiffs  might  have  been  practicing  was 
reasonable  and  lawful  so  far  as  it  related  to  London,  but 
against  public  policy  and  void  as  to  the  other  towns.  MaUan 
V.  May^  11  Mees.  &  W.  662,  667.  In  1869,  Vice  Chancellor 
James  sustained  a  contract  by  vendors  not  to  carry  on  or 
allow  others  to  carry  on  in  any  part  of  Europe  the  manufac- 
ture or  sale  of  certain  kinds  of  leather  so  as  in  any  way  to 
interfere  with  the  exclusive  enjoyment  by  the  purchasing 
company  of  the  manufacture  and  sale  thereof,  and  issued 
an  injunction  to  enforce  it.  Cloth  Co,  v.  Lorsont,  L.  R.  9  Eq. 
345.  In  1889  the  supreme  court  of  New  York  sustained  a 
oontract  not  to  manufacture  or  sell  thermometers  or  storm 
glasses  throughout  the  United  States  for  10  years.    Tfter- 
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mometer  Oo.  v.  Pool,  61  Hun,  167,  168,  4  N  Y.  Supp.  861. 
And  in  1891  the  supreme  court  held  that  a  contract  of  a  rail- 
road corporation  giving  the  Pullman  Southern  Car  C!om- 
[69]  pany  the  exclusive  right  to  furnish  all  drawing  room 
and  sleeping  cars  required  by  that  road  during  a  period  of 
16  years  was  not  an  illegal  restraint  of  trade,  and  sustained 
it  Chicago^  etc.,  R.  Go.  v.  PvUman  Southern  Car  Go.^  189 
U.  S.  79, 11  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  490.  It  is  with  the  public  policy 
of  to-day,  as  illustrated  by  public  statutes  and  judicial  de- 
cisions, that  we  have  now  to  deal.  In  considering  that  subject, 
we  a?e  not  to  be  governed  by  our  own  views  of  the  interests  of 
the  people,  or  by  general  considerations  tending  to  show 
what  policy  would  probably  be  wise  or  unwise.  Such  a 
standard  of  determination  might  be  unconsciously  varied 
by  the  personal  views  of  the  judges  who  constitute  the  court 
The  public  policy  of  the  nation  must  be  determined  by  its 
constitution,  laws,  and  judicial  decisions.  So  far  as  they 
disclose  it,  it  is  our  province  to  learn  and  enforce  it;  be- 
yond that  it  is  unnecessary  and  unwise  to  pursue  our  in- 
quiries. Viddl  V.  Oirard*8  Ex^rs^  2  How.  127, 197 ;  Swarm  v. 
Swanuy  21  Fed.  Rep.  299. 

Turning  first,  then,  to  the  decisions,  we  find  that  it  has 
long  been  settled  that  contracts  dt  combinations  of  the  pro- 
ducers or  dealers  in  staple  commodities  of  prime  neces- 
sity to  the  people,  to  restrict  or  monopolize  their  supply  or 
enhance  their  price,  pooling  contracts,  or  combinations  be- 
tween such  producers  or  dealers,  to  divide  their  profits  in 
certain  fixed  proportions,  and  pooling  contracts  or  combina- 
tions between  competing  common  *  carriers,  are  illegal  re- 
straints of  trade,  and  void ;  while  contracts  or  combinations 
between  employers  or  workmen  to  fix  and  abide  by  certain 
prices  for  labor  or  services  may  be  valid  in  their  inception, 
but  become  illegal  restraints  of  trade  whenever  the  associa- 
tions formed  under  them  interfere  with  the  freedom  of  those 
who  are  not  members  to  refuse  to  abide  by  their  prices,  or  to 
employ  or  be  employed  at  other  rates,  or  whenever  such  asso- 
ciations undertake  to  prevent  nonmembers  from  using  their 
property  or  their  labor  as  they  see  fit.  The  main  pur- 
pose of  contracts  of  these  classes  that  are  thus  held  illegal  is 
to  suppress,  not  simply  to  regulate,  competition;  and,  if 
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suppression  is  not  effected,  it  is  because  the  contracts  fail  to 
accomplish  their  purpose.  It  is  evident  that  there  is  a  wide 
difference  between  such  contracts  and  those  the  purpose  of 
which  is  to  so  regulate  competition  that  it  may  be  fair,  open, 
and  healthy,  and  whose  restriction  upon  it  is  slight,  and  only 
that  which  is  necessary  to  accomplish  this  purpose.  It  does 
not  necessarily  follow  that  contracts  of  the  latter  class  con- 
stitute illegal  restraints  of  trade  because  those  of  the  former 
classes  do. 

To  maintain  his  proposition  that  any  contract  between 
common  carriers  that  restricts  competition  in  any  degree  is 
an  illegal  restraint  of  trade,  the  counsel  for  the  government 
has  cited  numerous  cases  where  such  expression3  as  the  fol- 
lowing are  found  in  the  opinions  of  the  courts:  ^*  The  people 
have  a  right  to  the  necessaries  and  conveniences  of  life  at  a 
price  determined  by  the  relation  of  supply  and  demand,  and 
the  law  forbids  any  agreement  or  combination  whereby  that 
price  is  removed  beyond  the  salutary  influence  of  legitimate 
competition."  De  Witt  Wire-Cloth  Co.  v.  !/ew  Jersey  Wire- 
Cloth  Co.,  (Com-  PI.  N.  Y.)  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  277.  [701  "  It 
is  against  the  general  policy  of  the  law  to  destroy  or  interfere 
with  free  competition,  or  to  permit  such  interference  or  de- 
struction." Stewart  v.  Transportation  Co.,  17  Minn.  372, 
(Gil.  34S.)  '*  Combinations  and  conspiracies  to  enhance  the 
price  of  any  article  of  trade  and  commerce  are  injurious  to 
the  public"  People  v.  Fisher,  14  Wend.  9.  "Whatever 
destroys,  or  even  restricts,  competition  in  trade  is  injurioas, 
if  not  fatal,  to  it"  Hooker  v.  Vandewater,  4  Denio,  849, 868. 
A  careful  and  patient  examination  of  the  cases  cited,  how- 
ever, discloses  the  fact  that  the  contracts  considered  in  those 
cases,  which  are  not  of  doubtful  authority,  were  of  one  of  the 
classes  to  which  we  have  referred,  or  rest  upon  some  other 
ground  than  the  existence  of  restriction  upon  competition. 
They  were  cases  involving  contracts  of  competing  producers 
or  dealers  to  limit  the  supply  and  enhance  the  price  of,  or  to 
monopolize,  staple  conunodities,  like  Af  orris  Run  Coal  Co.  v. 
Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St.  178;  India  Bagging  Ass*n  v. 
B.  Kock  <b  Co.,  14  La.  Ann.  168 ;  U.  8.  v.  Jellico  Mountain 
Coal  dk  Coke  Co.,  46  Fed.  Eep.  482;  Lumber  Co.  v.  Hayes, 
76  Cal.  887,  18  Pac  Bep.  391;  De  Witt  Wire-Cloth  Co.  v. 
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New  Jersey  Wh^-Gloth  Co.,  (Comu  PL  K  Y.)  14  N.  Y.  Supp. 
277;  Salt  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  36  Ohio  St  666;  and  People  v. 
North  River  Sugar  Refmng  Co.,  54  Hun,  354,  7  N.  Y.  Supp. 
406;  or  cases  involving  pooling  contracts,  like  Craft  v.  Mc- 
Conoughy,  79  HL  346;  Hooker  v.  Vandewater,  4  Denio,  349 ; 
Stanton  v.  Allen,  6  Denio,  434;  Andet^son  v.  Jett,  (Ky.)  12 
S.  W.  Eep.  670;  6^66*  v.  Gaa  Co.,U01J.  S. 396,  9  Sup.  C5t. 
Eep.  553;  MorriU  v.  Railroad  Co.,  55  N.  H.  531;  Denver  dk 
N.  0.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.,  15  Fed.  Eep. 
650;  and  Woodruff  v.  Berry,  40  Ark.  252;  or  cases  involving 
combinations  of  workmen  which  compelled  nonmembers  to 
abide  by  the  prices  for  labor  which  they  had  fixed  or  to  aban- 
don their  employment,  like  People  v.  Fislter,  14  Wend.  9,  and 
U.  S.  V.  Workingmen^a  Amalgamated  Council,  54  Fed.  Rep. 
994,  1000;  or  cases  where  the  contracts  were  ultra  vires  the 
corporations,  and  their  purpose  «nd  effect  was  to  monopolize 
trade,  like  Railroad  Co.  v.  CoUins,  40  Ga.  582;  Hazlehurat  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  43  Ga.  13;  and  TF.  U.  Tel,  Co.  v.  Am^erican 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  65  Ga.  160;  or  cases  of  questionable  author- 
ity, like  Com.  v.  Carlisle,  Brightly,  N.  P.  36, 39.  See,  contra, 
Snow  V.  Wheeler,  113  Mass.  179, 185;  Bowen  v.  Matheson,  14 
Allen,  499;  Skrainka  v.  Scharringliausen,  8  Mo.  App.  522; 
and  Carew  v.  Rutherford,  106  Mass.  1, 14.  It  was  natural  that 
in  the  discussion  of  contracts  of  these  classes  tiie  courts  should 
condemn  in  unmeasured  terms  the  suppression  of  competition, 
but  in  none  of  these  cases  were  they  required  to  hold,  and  in 
none  of  them  did  they  hold,  as  we  understand  the  opinions 
when  read  in  relation  to  the  facts  of  the  cases  respectively, 
that  every  restriction  of  competition  by  contracts  of  compet- 
ing dealers  or  carriers  was  illegal.  These  decisions  rest  upon 
broader  ground, — on  the  ground  that  the  main  purpose  of  the 
obnoxious  contracts  was  to  suppress  competition,  and  that 
they  thus  tended  to  effect  an  imreasonable  and  unlawful  re- 
straint of  trade;  they  rest  on  the  well-settled  rules,  and  come 
within  the  well-defined  classes,  to  which  we  have  above 
referred. 

[71]  A  more  extended  view  of  the  authorities  strengthens 
this  conclusion,  and  makes  plain  the  line  of  demu'cation 
which  separates  legal  contracts  that  incidentally  restrict 
competition  from  illegal  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade.    The 
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dedaioii  in  the  leading  case  upon  this  sabject,  (MUchel  v. 
Reynolds^  1  R  Wms.  181,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Ca&  [7th  Amer. 
Ed.]  pt  2,  p.  708,)  the  case  which  Chief  Justice  Fuller  says 
is  the  foundation  of  the  rule  in  relation  to  the  invalidity  of 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  {Oibba  ▼.  Oas  Oo.y  130  U.  S. 
409,  9  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  553,)  held  that  a  contract  that  clearly 
restricted  competition  was  not  an  illegal  restraint  of  trade. 
The  action  was  upon  a  bond  the  condition  of  which  was  that 
the  obligor,  who  was  the  assignor  of  a  lease  of  a  bakehouse 
and  messuage  in  the  parish  of  St.  Andrews,  Holbom,  would 
not  exercise  his  trade  of  a  baker  within  that  parish  for  three 
years.  The  contract  was  held  valid,  and  the  action  sustained. 
This  decision  was  rendered  in  1711.  Chief  Justice  Parker, 
in  delivering  it,  declared  that  contracts  in  partial  restraint 
of  trade  were  valid  if  made  upon  sufficient  consideration,  but 
that  contracts  in  general  restraint  of  trade  were  illegal, 
because  they  deprived  the  party  restrained  of  his  livelihood 
and  the  subsistence  of  his  family,  and  the  public  of  a  useful 
member.  The  point  actually  decided,  that  contracts  in  par- 
tial restraint  of  trade  may  be  sustained,  has  been  uniformly 
approved,  but  in  the  development  of  the  law  applicable  to 
this  subject  there  has  been  added  to  it  the  further  condition 
that  the  restriction  imposed  must  be  reasonable  in  view  of 
all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.  The 
remark  of  Chief  Justice  Parker  that  contracts  in  general 
restraint  of  trade  are  illegal — a  remark  that  was  not  neces- 
sary to  the  determination  of  the  question  before  him — ^has 
been,  to  say  the  least,  greatly  modified  by  subsequent  deci- 
sions. There  is  a  plain  tendency  in  the  later  autiiorities  to 
repudiate  the  proposition  that  there  is  any  hard  and  fast 
rule  that  contracts  in  general  restraint  of  trade  are  illegal, 
and  to  apply  the  test  of  reasonableness  to  all  contracts, 
whether  the  restraint  be  general  or  partial.  In  TaUis  v. 
TdUiBy  1  El.  &  BL  891,  the  court  of  queen's  bench  held,  in 
1853,  that  a  covenant  restricting  competition,  which  boui^d 
the  covenantor  not  to  exercise  his  trade  of  a  canvassing  pub- 
lisher in  London  or  within  150  miles  of  the  general  post 
office,  or  in  Dublin  or  Edinburgh,  or  within  50  miles  of  either, 
or  in  any  other  town  where  the  covenantee  or  his  successors 
had  an  establishment  or  might  have  had  one  within  six 
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months  preceding,  was  not  an  illegal  restraint  of  trade,  and 
enforced  it.  In  Mogul  Steamship  Co.  v.  McGregor^  Gow  d: 
Co.^  21  Q.  B.  Div.  544,  certain  shipowners  engaged  in  tiie 
carrying  trade  between  London  and  China  had  formed  an 
association  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  up  the  rate  of  freights 
in  the  tea  trade,  and  securing  that  trade  to  themselves.  They 
accomplished  this  purpose  by  allowing  a  rebate  of  5  per  cent, 
on  all  freights  paid  by  shippers  who  shipped  in  their  vessels 
only,  and  thus  partially  or  entirely  excluded  the  plaintiffs, 
who  were  competing  shipowners,  from  the  tea-carrying  trade. 
The  latter  brought  suit  for  an  injunction  and  damages,  but 
notwithstanding  the  obvious  restriction  upon  free  competi- 
tion. Lord  Coleridge  held  that  the  associa-  [72]  tion  was  not 
an  unlawful  combination  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  gave  judg- 
ment for  the  defendants.  This  decision  was  rendered  in  1888. 
It  was  sustained  on  appeal,  (23  Q.  B.  Div.  598,)  and  finally 
affirmed  by  the  house  of  lords,  (App.  Cas.  1892,  p.  26.)  In 
Perkins  v.  Lyman^  9  Mass.  522,  the  supreme  judicial  court  of 
Massachusetts  held,  in  1813,  that  a  contract  by  a  merchant 
not  to  be  interested  in  any  voyage  to  the  northwest  coast  of 
America  was  not  invalid  as  in  restraint  of  trade.  In  Match 
Co.  V  Roeher,  106  N.  Y.  473, 13  N.  E.  Eep.  419,  a  contract  of 
a  match  manufacturer  never  to  manufacture  or  sell  any 
friction  matches  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  in  any  part 
of  the  United  States  except  Idaho  and  Montana,  was  sus- 
tained and  enforced.  In  Navigation  Co.  v.  Winsor^  20  WalL 
64,  decided  in  1873,  a  contract  between  two  steam  navigation 
companies  engaged  in  the  business  of  transportation  on  the 
rivers,  bays,  and  waters  of  California,  and  on  the  Columbia 
river  and  its  tributaries,  respectively,  was  declared  by  the 
supreme  court  not  to  be  in  restraint  of  trade,  although  it 
prohibited  the  use  of  a  certain  steamer  in  the  waters  of  Cali- 
fornia for  10  years.  And  in  1890  the  supreme  court  of  New 
Hampshire  in  an  exhaustive  and  persuasive  opinion  held  that 
contracts  by  which  a  railroad  corporation  leased  its  road  and 
rolling  stock  to  a  competitor  for  many  years  were  not  neces- 
sarily against  public  policy  or  void  at  common  law,  when  the 
purpose  of  the  contracts  and  combinations  did  not  appear 
to  be  to  raise  the  rate  of  transportation  above  the  standard  of 
fair  compensation,  or  to  violate  any  duty  owing  to  the  public 
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by  noncompetiiig  ocmipanies.  Manchester,  etc.,  R.  Co.  y. 
Concord  R.  Co.  (N,  H.)  20  Ad.  Eep.  383.  If  further  au- 
thority is  wanted  for  the  proposition  that  it  is  not  the 
existence  of  the  restriction  of  competition,  but  the  reasonable- 
ness of  that  restriction,  that  is  the  test  of  the  validity  of 
contracts  that  are  claimed  to  be  in  restraint  of  trade,  it  will 
be  found  in  Fowls  v.  Park,  181  U.  S.  88,  97,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
658;  GibhB  v.  Gas  Co.  130  U.  S.  396,  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  553; 
In  re  Greene,  52  Fed.  Rep.  104,  118;  Homer  v.  Graves,  7 
Bing.  735, 743 ;  Hvbhard  v.  MiOer,  27  Mich.  15, 19 ;  RousiUon 
V.  RousUlon,  14  Ch.  Div.  361, 363 ;  Cloth  Co.  v.  Lorsont,  L.  R. 
9  Eq.  345,  354;  Wickens  v.  Evans,  3  Younge  &  J.  318; 
Ontario  Salt  Co.  v.  Merchants  Salt  Co.,  18  Grant,  Ch.  640; 
MaUan  v.  May,  11  Mees.  &  W.  662,  667;  Whittaker  v.  Howe, 
8  Beav.  383;  Kellogg  v.  Larkin,  3  Pin.  123,  150;  Beai  v. 
Chase,  31  Mich.  490;  Skrainka  v.  Scharringhausen,  8  Mo. 
App.  522,  625 ;  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v.  Chicago  dk  A.R.  Co.,  78 
Mo.  389 ;  Gloucester  Isinglass  <&  Glue  Co.  v.  Russia  Cement 
Co.,  164  Mass.  92, 94, 27  N.  E.  Rep.  1006 ;  Thermometer  Co.  v. 
Pool,  61  Hun,  157,  163,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  861;  Association  v. 
Waish,  2  Daly,  1;  Hodge  v.  Sloan,  107  N.  Y.  244;  17  N.  E. 
Eep.  336;  Brown  v.  Rounsavell,  78  HI,  689;  Jones  v.  Clif- 
ford's Ex'r,  6  Fla.  510,  616. 

From  a  review  of  these  and  other  authorities,  it  clearly 
appears  that  when  the  anti-trust  act  was  passed  the  rule  had 
bea>me  firmly  established  in  the  jurisprudence  of  England 
and  the  United  States  that  the  validity  of  contracts  restrict- 
ing competition  was  to  be  determined  by  the  reasonableness 
of  the  restriction.  If  the  main  purpose  or  natural  and  in- 
evitable effect  of  a  contract  was  to  suppress  [73]  competi- 
tion or  create  a  monopoly,  it  was  illegal.  If  a  contract  im- 
posed a  restriction  that  was  unreasonably  injurious  to  the 
public  interest,  or  a  restriction  that  was  greater  than  the 
interest  of  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  was  imposed  de- 
manded, it  was  illegal.  But  contracts  made  for  a  lawful 
purpose,  which  were  not  imreasonably  injurious  to  the  public 
welfare,  and  which  imposed  no  heavier  restraint  upon  trade 
than  the  interest  of  the  favored  party  required,  had  been 
uniformly  sustained,  notwithstanding  their  tendency  to  some 
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extent  to  check  competition.  The  public  welfare  was  first 
considered,  and  the  reasonableness  of  the  restriction  deter- 
mined mider  these  rules  in  the  light  of  all  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances of  each  particular  case. 

But  it  is  said  that  railroad  corporations  are  quasi  public 
corporations,  and  any  restriction  upon  their  competition  is 
against  the  public  policy  of  the  nation.  It  is  not  to  be 
denied  that  there  are  some  expressions  to  be  found  in  ad- 
judged cases,  notably  in  Oibba  v.  Gaa  Oo.^  180  U.  S.  896, 
409,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  553;  West  Virginia  Transp.  Go.  v. 
Ohio  River  Pipe  Line  Co.^  22  W.  Va.  600,  625;  Chicago 
Oaalight  cfe  Coke  Co.  v.  Peoples  Gaslight  dk  Coke  Co.^  121 
HI.  580, 18  N.  E.  Eep.  169;  and  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  v.  American 
Union  Tel.  Co.,  65  Ga.  160,— to  the  effect  that  where  a  busi- 
ness is  of  such  character  that  it  cannot  be  restrained  to  any 
extent  whatever  without  prejudice  to  tiie  public  interests, 
the  courts  decline  to  enforce  or  sustain  contracts  imposing 
such  restraint,  however  partial.  But  the  language  em- 
ployed by  the  courts  in  these  cases  should  be  read  in  the 
light  of  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  uttered,  and 
with  due  reference  to  the  point  actually  adjudicated.  Thus 
in  the  earliest  of  these  cases  {W.  U.  Tel.  Co.  v.  American 
Union  Tel.  Co.)  it  was  held  that  a  contract  between  a  rail- 
road company  and  a  telegraph  company  by  which  the  former 
granted  to  the  latter  the  exclusive  right  to  construct  a  tele- 
graph line  along  its  right  of  way,  necessarily  excluded  all 
other  telegraph  lines  from  the  use  of  a  right  of  way  that  by 
condemnation  had  been  devoted  to  public  uses,  and  was  void, 
because  it  was  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  tended  to  create  a 
monopoly.  In  West  Virginia  Transp.  Co.  v.  Ohio  River 
Pipe  Line  Co.  it  was  held  that  an  owner  of  2,000  acres  of 
oil  land  could  not  grant  to  one  pipe  line  company  an  ex- 
clusive right  to  lay  a  pipe  line  across  said  lands,  because  the 
legislature,  by  authorizing  pipe  line  companies  to  condenm 
lands  for  the  construction  of  such  lines,  had  thereby  declared 
that  the  public  had  an  interest  in  their  construction,  and  that 
a  contract  which  precluded  such  companies  from  laying  a 
line  across  an  extensive  tract  of  land  was  necessarily  opposed 
to  public  policy.  In  Chicago  OasUght  dk  Coke  Co.  v.  Peo- 
ple's Oaslight  <b  Coke  Co.  the  court  held  that  a  gas  corn- 
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pany,  which  had  accepted  a  charter  authorizing  it  to  lay 
pipes  and  to  supply  gas  throughout  the  entire  limits  of  the 
city,  could  not  disable  itself  from  the  performance  of  the 
public  duty  it  had  undertaken  by  entering  into  a  contract 
with  another  company  not  to  lay  pipes  and  supply  gas  in  a 
large  section  of  said  city.  And  in  Gibba  v.  Gaa  Co.  a  like 
contract  by  one  gas  company  with  another  to  abandon  the 
discharge  of  public  duties  which  had  been  devolved  upon  it 
by  its  charter  was  [74]  held,  on  that  account,  to  be  against 
public  policy,  and  void,  and  to  be  void  on  the  further  ground 
that  the  contract  was  in  open  violation  of  a  statute  which 
prevented  the  company  from  "entering  into  a  *  •  • 
contract  with  any  other  gas  company  whatever." 

No  doubt  can  be  entertained  that  the  contract  involved  in 
each  of  the  cases  last  referred  to  was  against  public  policy 
for  its  marked  tendency  to  create  a  monopoly,  and  to  sup- 
press healthy  competition.  Two  of  the  contracts  were  also 
vicious  in  the  respect  that  the  corporation  had  attempted  to 
disable  itself  from  exercising  powers  which  had  been  con* 
ferred  upon  it  for  the  public  advantage.  But  we  think,  in 
view  of  the  state  of  facts  on  which  the  decisions  were  predi- 
cated, and  the  points  actually  adjudicated,  it  would  be  un- 
wise to  deduce  an  unbending  rule  that  any  and  every  con- 
tract between  two  railway  companies  whidi  enjoins  or  con- 
templates concert  of  action  in  the  matter  of  establishing 
freight  or  passenger  rates  between  competitive  points  is 
against  public  policy,  and  an  unlawful  restraint  of  trade. 
No  case,  we  believe,  has  yet  gone  to  that  extent,  or  has  de- 
clared that  the  business  of  transporting  freight  and  passen- 
gers by  rail  is  of  such  charajcter  that  no  restraint  whatever 
upon  competition  therein  is  permissible.  On  the  contrary, 
contracts  between  common  carriers  which  imposed  some 
restrictions  upon  competition  have  been  frequently  sustained 
by  our  highest  courts,  and  the  rule  has  been  often  applied 
that  the  test  of  their  validity  was  not  the  existence,  but  the 
reasonableness,  of  the  restriction  imposed.  NavigaHan  Co. 
V,  WinsoTy  20  Wall.  64;  Chicago^  etc.y  R.  Co.  v.  Pullman 
Smthem  Oar  Co.j  139  U.  S.  79, 11  Sup,  Ct  Rep.  490;  Mogtd 
Steamship  Oo.  v.  McGregor ^  Gow  dk  Co.^  21  Q.  B.  Div.  644; 
Maneheater,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Concord  R.  Co.,  (N,  H.)  20  Atl. 

lOSTO**— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 14 
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Rep.  888;  Wiggins  Ferry  Co,  v.  CMcaga  dk  A.  R.  Co.y  78 
Mo.  889.  But  even  if  such  an  extreme  view,  as  is  above  in- 
dicated, was  once  tenable,  we  fail  to  see  how  it  can  well  be 
maintained  since  the  passage  of  the  interstate  commerce 
law,  and  the  action  that  has  been  taken  thereunder  by  the 
government  commission  which  was  created  to  enforce  its 
provisions.  The  interstate  conmierce  law  imposes  several 
important  restrictions  upon  the  right  of  railway  companies 
to  do  as  they  please  in  the  matter  of  making  and  altering 
rates,  and  congress  has  thereby  expressed  its  conviction  that 
unrestrained  competition  between  carriers  is  not,  at  the 
present  time,  and  under  existing  conditions,  most  conducive 
to  the  public  welfare,  but  that  other  things  are  quite  as  es- 
sential to  the  public  good.  Mark  the  difference  in  public 
policy  towards  merchants  and  railroad  companies  exhibited 
by  the  common  law  and  by  the  interstate  commerce  act 
Merchants  may  refuse  to  sell  their  wares  at  all,  they  may 
refuse  to  transact  any  business;  but  railroad  companies  are 
conmion  carriers;  they  must  furnish  transportation  when 
requested;  they  must  operate  their  roads  or  forfeit  their 
franchises;  merchants  may  charge  any  price  they  see  fit  for 
their  wares,  but  railroad  companies  are  restricted  to  reason- 
able and  just  charges  for  transportation,  (Interstate  Com- 
merce Act,  §  1;)  merchants  may  sell  articles  of  like  charac- 
ter and  value  for  as  many  different  prices  [76]  as  they  have 
different  customers,  but  railroad  companies  are  restricted  to 
the  same  charges  to  all  their  customers  for  like  services, 
(Id.  §2;)  merchants  may  give  to  any  customers  or  any 
localities  any  preference  or  advantage  they  choose  over  other 
customers  or  localities,  but  railroad  companies  are  prohibited 
from  giving  any  undue  preference  or  advantage  to  any  pari^ 
or  place,  (Id.  §8;)  merchants  may  sell  articles  of  inferior 
value  for  higher  prices  than  those  they  charge  and  receive 
for  those  of  greater  value,  but  railroad  companies  are  pro- 
hibited from  charging  or  receiving  a  greater  compensation 
for  a  short  haul  than  for  a  long  haul,  (Id  §4;)  merchants 
may  keep  their  prices  secret;  railroad  companies  must  pub- 
lish their  rates  for  transportation,  and  are  prohibited  from 
charging  or  receiving  a  greater  or  less  compensation  than  that 
specified  in  the  published  schedules,  (Id.  §6;)  merchants 
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may  change  their  prices  instantly  and  without  notice,  rail- 
road companies  are  prohibited  from  increasing  their  rates 
except  after  10  days^  public  notice  or  from  decreasing  them 
except  after  three  days'  public  notice,  (Id  §  6;)  merchants 
may  transact  their  business  free  from  the  supervision  or 
interference  of  the  government;  but  railroad  companies 
are  subject  to  the  supervision  of  a  commission,  established 
by  the  government,  authorized  to  take  the  necessary  proceed- 
ings for  the  enforcement  of  these  restrictions,  (Id.  §  12.) 
These  restrictions  relate  almost  exclusively  to  rates  for  the 
transportation  of  freight  and  passengers.  They  are  numer- 
ous,  radical,  and  effective.  They  became  operative  by  an  act 
of  congress  tiiree  years  before  tiie  anti-trust  act  was  passed, 
and  they  establish  beyond  cavil  that  from  that  date  the  public 
policy  of  the  nation  was  that  competition  between  railroad 
companies  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  should  not  go 
wholly  unrestricted. 

If  we  turn  now  to  the  published  reports  of  the  interstate 
commerce  commission,  whose  opinion  on  such  matters  is  cer- 
tainly entitled  to  great  consideration,  we  find  the  view  even 
more  clearly  expressed  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  congress 
to  place  important  restraints  upon  competition,  that  uncon- 
trolled struggles  for  patronage  by  railway  carriers  are  fre- 
quently detrimental  to  the  public  welfare,  that  rate  wars 
are  especially  injurious  to  the  business  interests  of  the  coun- 
try and  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  existing  laws,  that  the  in- 
terstate commerce  act  invites  conferences  between  railway 
managers,  and  that  concert  of  action  in  certain  matters  by 
railway  companies  is  absolutely  essential  to  enable  it  to  ac- 
complish its  true  purpose. 

In  the  fourth  annual  report  of  the  commission,  at  page  19, 
we  find  the  following  statement: 

"It  l8  tbos  seen  at  every  torn  that  the  regulation  of  rates  on  a 
consideration  of  tlie  peconlary  or  other  situation  of  any  single  road, 
and  wltboot  a  snnr^  of  the  whole  field  of  opertions  whereby  its 
hosiness  may  be  affected,  and  under  a  supposition  that  what  is  done 
in  respect  to  that  road  may  he  limited  in  its  consequences,  is  entirely 
antagonistic  to  all  principles  of  railroad  transportation.  The  rail- 
road managers  have  perceived  this  from  the  very  first,  and  it  is 
becanse  they  have  perceived  this  that  they  have  been  compelled 
to  organise  themselves  into  railroad  associations,  for  the  purpose 
[76]  of  agreeing  upon  classifications  and  rates,  and  upon  a  great 
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variety  of  other  matters  pertaining  to  the  methods  of  conducting  in- 
terlocking and  overlapping  business,  and  all  business  affected  by  com- 
petitive fbrces." 

And  on  page  21  of  the  same  report  the  following : 

**  In  former  reports  the  commission  has  referred  to  the  undoubted 
fact  that  competition  for  business  between  railroad  companies  is  often 
pushed  to  ruinous  extremes,  and  that  the  most  serious  difficulties  in 
the  way  of  securing  obedience  to  the  law  may  be  traced  to  this  fact 
When  competition  degenerates  to  rate  wars,  they  are  as  unsettling 
to  the  business  of  the  country  as  they  are  mischievous  to  the  carriers, 
and  the  spirit  of  the  existing  law  is  against  them." 

In  the  second  annual  report  on  page  25,  when  speaking 
of  the  unity  of  railroad  interests,  the  commission  uses  this 
language: 

''But  the  voluntary  establishment  of  such  extensive  responsibility 
would  require  such  mutual  arrangements  between  the  carriers  as 
would  establish  a  common  authority,  which  should  be  vested  with 
power  to  make  traffic  arrangements,  to  fix  rates,  and  to  provide  for 
their  steady  maintenance,  to  compel  the  performance  of  mutual  duties 
among  the  members,  and  to  enforce  promptly  and  efficiently  such 
sanctions  to  their  mutual  understandings  as  might  be  agreed  upon."* 

And  in  the  same  report,  on  page  28,  we  find  the  following: 

"  A  short  road  may  sometimes  make  itself  little  better  than  a  public 
nuisance  by  simply  abstaining  from  all  accommodation  that  could 
not  by  law  be  forced  from  it  It  would  not  be  likely  to  do  this 
unless  for  some  purpose  of  extortion  from  other  roads,  but  the  existence 
of  a  power  to  annoy  and  embarrass  is  a  fact  of  large  importance. 
The  public  has  an  interest  in  being  protected  against  the  probable 
exercise  of  any  such  power.  But  its  interest  goes  further  than  this; 
it  goes  to  the  establishment  of  such  relations  among  the  managers 
of  roads  as  will  lead  to  the  extension  of  their  traffic  arrangements 
with  mutual  responsibilities,  just  as  far  as  may  be  possible,  so  that 
the  public  may  have,  in  the  services  performed,  all  the  benefits  and 
conveniences  that  might  be  expected  to  follow  from  general  federa- 
tion. There  is  nothing  in  the  existence  of  such  arrangements  which 
is  at  all  inconsistent  with  earnest  competition.  They  are  of  general 
convenience  to  the  carriers  as  well  as  to  the  public,  and  their  volun- 
tary extension  may  be  looked  for  until,  in  the  strife  between  roads, 
the  limits  of  competition  are  passed,  and  warfare  is  entered  upon. 
But  in  order  to  form  them,  great  mutual  concessions  are  often  indis- 
pensable, and  such  concessions  are  likely  to  be  made  when  relations 
are  friendly,  but  are  not  to  be  looked  for  when  hostile  relations  have 
been  inaugurated." 

In  the  first  annual  report,  on  page  88,  the  commission 
furtlier  said : 

"  To  make  railroads  of  the  greatest  possible  service  to  the  country, 
contract  relations  would  be  essential,  because  there  would  need  to 
be  joint  tariffs,  joint  running  arrangements  and  interchange  of  cars, 
and  a  giving  of  credit  to  a  large  extent  some  of  which  were  obviously 
beyond  the  reach  of  compulsory  legislation,  and,  even  if  they  were 
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Dot,  oonld  be  beet  settled,  and  all  the  incidents  and  qualifications 
fixed,  by  the  voluntary  action  of  the  parties  in  control  of  the  roads 
respectively.  Agreement  upon  these  and  kindred  matters  l)ecame, 
therefore,  a  settled  policy,  and  short  independent  lines  of  road 
seemed  to  lose  their  identity,  and  to  become  parts  of  great  trunk 
lines,  and  associations  were  formed  which  embraced  all  the  managers 
of  roads  in  a  state  or  section  of  the  country.  To  these  associations 
were  remitted  many  questions  of  common  interest,  including  such 
as  are  above  referred  to.  Classification  was  also  confided  to  such 
associations,  it  being  evident  that  differences  in  classification  were 
serious  obstacles  to  a  harmonious  and  satisfactory  interchange  of 
traffic.  But  what  perhaps  more  than  anything  else  influenced 
[77]  the  formation  of  such  associations,  and  the  conferring  upon 
them  of  large  authority,  was  the  liability,  which  was  constantly  im- 
minent, that  destructive  wars  of  rates  would  spring  up  between  com- 
peting roads  to  the  serious  injury  of  the  parties  and  the  general  dis- 
turbance of  business.  Accordingly,  one  of  the  chief  functions  of  such 
associations  has  been  the  fixing  of  rates,  and  the  devising  of  means 
whereby  their  several  members  can  be  compelled  or  induced  to  ob- 
serve the  rates  when  fixed." 

It  would  extend  this  opinion  to  an  unreasonable  length  if 
we  assumed  to  state  the  reasons  which  probably  influenced 
congress  to  impose  some  restrictions  upon  competition  in 
the  matter  of  railway  transportation,  and  to  place  railway 
carriers  under  the  operation  of  a  law  which,  for  its  success- 
ful execution,  as  pointed  out  by  the  interstate  commerce  com- 
niission,  seems  to  some  extent  to  invite  conference  and  con- 
cert of  action.  It  is  likewise  unnecessary  for  us  to  state 
the  reasons  why  railroad  companies  should  be  accorded  the 
privilege  of  entering  into  arrangements  with  other  companies  * 
which  may,  to  s(»ne  extent,  regulate  competition.  Seasons 
to  that  effect  have  been  stated  with  great  ability  and  per- 
suasive force  in  some  of  the  cases  to  which  we  have  already 
referred,  notably  in  Manchester,  etc.,  R.  Co.  v.  Concord  R. 
Co.,  supra.  But,  without  entering  into  that  discussion,  it 
is  sufficient  to  say  that,  in  our  judgment,  there  was  no  hard 
and  fast  rule  in  force  when  the  anti-trust  act  was  enacted 
which  made  very  contract  between  railroad  companies  void 
on  grounds  of  public  policy  if  it  in  any  wise  checked  com- 
petition. In  our  judgment,  the  more  reasonable  doctrine 
then  prevailed,  especially  in  view  of  the  recent  passage  of 
the  interstate  commerce  act,  that  such  contracts  were  void, 
if,  judged  in  the  light  of  all  the  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions under  which  they  were  made,  they  unreasonably  re- 
stricted competition. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  principles,  it  remains  for  us  to 
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examine  the  contract  which  is  alleged  to  be  in  violation  of 
the  anti-trust  act,  but  before  doing  so  a  preliminary  observa- 
tion will  not  be  out  of  place.  The  anti-trust  act  is  a  crim- 
inal statute,  and  it  should  not  be  so  construed  as  to  subject' 
persons  to  the  penalties  thereby  imposed  unless  the  contract 
complained  of  is  one  that  is  clearly  within  the  provisions  of 
the  statute.  It  is  also  well  to  note  that  the  case  comes  be- 
fore us  simply  on  bill  and  answer.  The  bill  alleges  that  its 
purpose,  and  that  of  the  association  formed  under  it,  was  to 
suppress  competition,  enhance  rates  of  freight,  and  monopo- 
lize the  traffic.  The  answers  deny  these  averments,  and  al- 
lege that  the  purpose  of  the  contract  and  association  was 
to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  the  interstate  commerce 
act,  and  to  make  rates  public  and  steady.  The  bill  alleges 
that  the  effect  of  the  contract  and  association  has  been  to 
raise  the  rates  of  freight  above  those  which  the  public  might 
have  reasonably  expected  to  obtain  from  free  competition. 
The  answers  deny  this  allegation,  and  aver  that  the  effect 
has  been  to  maintain  reasonable  rates,  and  that  more  than  200 
reductions  of  rates  have  been  effected  through  the  associa- 
tion. Upon  a  hearing  on  bill  and  answer  the  averments  of  fact 
contained  in  the  bill  are  overcome  by  the  denials  [78]  of 
the  answer,  and  the  averments  of  fact  in  the  answer  stand 
•  admitted.  Tainter  v.  Clark^  6  Allen,  66;  Brincherhoff  v. 
BrovmyH  Johns.  Ch.  217;  Perkins  v.  Nichols^  11  Allen,  642. 

The  result  is  that  the  government's  right  to  relief  here 
rests  upon  the  contract  itself,  and  the  fact  that  the  rates  main- 
tained under  it  have  not  been  unreasonable,  and  that  many 
reductions  have  been  made  under  its  operation.  The  ordi- 
nary rules  of  interpretation  must  then  be  applied  to  the  lan- 
guage of  this  contract,  and,  if  it  appears  that  its  purpose  and 
tendency  were  to  unreasonably  restrict  competition,  it  must 
be  declared  illegal.  DiUon  v.  Barnard^  21  Wall.  480,  487; 
Interstate  Land  Go.  v.  Maxwell  Land  Orant  Co.^  189  U.  S. 
569,  677, 11  Sup.  Ct  Kep.  686, 

In  construing  the  contract  it  must  also  be  remembered 
that  fraud  and  illegality  are  not  to  be  presumed,  and  that 
the  purpose  of  the  contract  is  that  which  is  clearly  manifest 
by  its  terms.  In  MitcKeU  v.  Reynolds^  supra^  the  unfortunate 
remark  ^^  that  wherever  such  contract  stat  indifferenter,  and 
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for  aught  appears,  may  be  either  good  or  bad,  the  law  pre- 
somes  it  prima  facie  to  be  bad,"  fell  from  Chief  Justice 
Parker.  This  seems  to  be  the  reverse  of  the  proposition  that 
every  man  is  presumed  to  be  innocent  until  he  is  proved  to 
be  guilty.  It  has  long  been  repudiated  by  the  courts  of 
England  and  America.  The  burden  is  on  the  party  who 
seeks  to  put  a  restraint  upon  the  freedom  of  contract  to  make 
it  plainly  and  obviously  clear  that  the  contract  is  against 
public  policy,  and  the  true  rule  of  construction  is  that  neither 
fraud  nor  illegality  is  to  be  presumed,  but  the  contract  is  to 
be  assumed  to  have  been  made  in  good  faith  for  the  purpose 
which  appears  on  the  face  of  it,  and  not  oolorably  for  any 
other.  Registering  Co.  v.  Sampson^  L.  B.  19  Eq.  462 ;  TaUia 
V.  TalUs^  1  El.  &  Bl.  391 ;  RousiUon,  v.  BousiOon  14  Ch.  Div. 
361,  865;  Stewart  v.  Transportation  Co.^  17  Minn.  872,  891, 
(GiL  848;)  Marsh  v.  BusseU,  66  N.  Y.  288;  Phippen  v. 
Stiekney^  3  Mete.  (Mass.)  384,  889. 

Proceeding,  then,  to  an  examination  of  the  contract,  we  find 
it  to  be  substantially  as  follows:  In  the  preamble  there  is  a 
declaration  that  the  association  is  formed  for  '^  mutual  pro- 
tection by  establishing  and  maintaining  reasonable  rates, 
ruled,  and  regulations,  both  through  and  local."  Article  1 
declares  that  substantially  all  traffic  competitive  between  two 
or  more  members  in  that  part  of  the  United  States  between 
the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  rivers  and  the  Pacific  ocean 
shall  be  governed  by  the  association.  It  is  provided  by  arti- 
cle 2  that  the  association  shall  choose  a  chairman  by  unani- 
mous vote;  that  there  shall  be  regular  monthly  meetings  of 
the  association,  in  which  each  member  must  be  represented 
by  some  responsible  officer  authorized  to  act  definitely  on  all 
questions  to  be  considered;  that  a  committee  shall  be  ap- 
pointed to  establish  rates,  rules,  and  regulations  for  the 
traffic,  and  that  these  shall  be  put  into  effect;  that  any  rail- 
road company  may  give  five  days'  written  notice  prior  to  any 
monthly  meeting  of  any  proposed  reduction  of  rates  or 
change  of  rules,  and  eight  days'  notice  as  to  the  traffic  of 
Colorado  or  Utah;  that  thereupon  the  reduction  or  change 
diall  be  considered  and  voted  upon  by  the  association  at 
[79]  the  next  monthly  meeting,  and  all  members  shall  be 
bound  by  the  decision  of  the  association  '^  unless  then  and 
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there  the  parties  shall  give  the  association  definite  written 
notice  that  in  ten  days  thereafter  they  shall  make  such  modi- 
fication notwithstanding  the  vote  of  the  association;"  that 
any  member  may  without  notice,  at  its  peril,  make  any  rate, 
rule,  or  regulation  necessary  to  meet  the  competition  of  out- 
side lines,  subject  to  a  liability  to  pay  a  penalty  of  $100  if 
the  association  decides  by  a  two-thirds  vote  that  the  rate, 
rule,  or  regulation  was  not  necessary  for  that  purpose;  that 
all  arrangements  with  connecting  lines  for  the  division  of 
through  rates  relating  to  traffic  covered  by  the  agreement 
shall  be  made  by  authority  of  the  association,  and  that  the 
chairman  of  the  association  shall  punish  violations  of  the 
agreement  by  fines  not  exceeding  $100  in  any  case.  Article 
3  makes  the  chairman  the  executive  officer  of  the  association, 
requires  him  to  publish  and  furnish  to  the  members  of  the 
association  the  rates,  rules,  and  regulations  established,  and 
all  changes  in  them,  and  requires  him  to  enforce  the  provi- 
sions of  the  contract.  Article  4  prohibits  imder-billing  or 
billing  at  a  wrong  classification.  Articles  5  and  6  provide  for 
the  appointment  of  the  necessary  employes  and  the  payment 
of  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  association.  Article  7  pro- 
vides for  arbitration  in  case  the  managers  of  the  parties  to 
the  agreement  fail  to  agree  upon  any  question  arising  under 
it;  and  article  8  provides  that  any  member  may  withdraw 
from  the  association  on  30  days'  notice. 

It  is  obvious  at  a  glance  that  this  agreement  is  not  affected 
by  any  of  the  vices  of  an  ordinary  pooling  contract.  The 
income  of  each  member  of  the  association  under  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  is  still  measured  by  the  amount  of  freight  and 
the  number  of  passengers  it  carides,  and  it  is  still  to  the 
interest  of  each  member  of  the  association  to  make  that  pat- 
ronage as  great  as  possible,  by  affording  to  the  public  supe- 
rior facilities  for  safe,  speedy,  and  convenient  transportation. 
Under  the  operation  of  the  agreement,  each  company  must 
still  compete  with  its  associate  members  in  the  character  of 
its  roadbed,  quality  of  its  equipments,  length  of  route,  con- 
venience of  its  terminal  facilities,  and  in  the  efficiency  of  its 
management,  for  all  of  these  considerations  will  necessarily 
have  a  marked  influence  upon  the  amount  of  its  patronage^ 

In  other  of  its  features,  also,  the  contract  is  not  subject  to 
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criticism.  In  these  days,  when  persons  engaged  in  many 
other  callings  and  avocations  are  in  the  habit  of  meeting  at 
intervals,  as  associations,  for  the  purpose  of  cultivating  more 
friendly  relations  and  establishing  regulations  conducive  to 
the  general  welfare  of  the  trade,  it  is  difficult  to  see  upon 
what  just  grounds  representatives  of  railway  companies  can 
be' denied  the  right  of  forming  associations  for  the  purpose 
of  friendly  conference  and  to  formulate  rules  and  regula- 
tions to  govern  railway  traffic.  The  fact  that  the  business 
of  railway  companies  is  irretrievably  interwoven,  that  they 
interchange  cars  and  traffic,  that  they  act  as  agents  for  each 
other  in  the  delivery  and  receipt  of  freight  [80]  and  in  pay- 
ing and  collecting  freight  charges,  and  that  commodities  re- 
ceived for  transportation  generally  pass  through  the  hands 
of  several  carriers,  rwiders  it  of  vital  importance  to  the 
public  that  uniform  rules  and  regulations  governing  railway 
traffic  should  be  framed  by  those  who  have  a  practical  ac- 
quaintance with  the  subject,  and  that  they  should  be  pro- 
mulgated and  faithfully  observed.  The  advisability  of 
establishing  such  rules  and  regulations  in  the  mode  above  in- 
dicated, particularly  for  the  uniform  classification  of  freight, 
has  been  frequently  pointed  out  in  the  reports  of  the  inter- 
state commerce  commission.  Indeed,  the  benefits  that  would 
result  from  uniform  rules  and  regulations,  and  from  uni- 
formity in  the  classification  of  freight,  seem  to  us  so  obvious 
that  we  need  not  stop  to  enumerate  them. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  stipulations  of 
this  agreement  enjoining  a  monthly  conference  between  rep- 
resentatives of  the  various  members  of  the  association,  and 
the  appointment  of  a  committee  to  formulate  rules  and  regu- 
lations governing  the  traffic  embraced  by  the  agreement,  are 
not  only  not  opposed  to  public  policy,  but,  if  faithfully  car- 
ried out,  will  tend  to  promote  the  public  interests.  It  is  also 
obvious,  we  tMnk,  that  the  stipulation  requiring  five  days' 
written  notice  of  a  proposed  reduction  in  rates  does  not,  in 
and  of  itself,  render  the  contract  unlawful.  It  is  certain 
that  a  contract  not  to  reduce  established  rates  without  a 
public  notice  of  three  days,  and  not  to  increase  them  without 
a  notice  of  ten  days,  would  not  be  against  public  policy,  be- 
cause the  interstate  commerce  act  has  prohibited  such  changes 
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with  less  notice.  The  plain  object  of  this  provision  was  to 
prevent  competitors  from  resorting  to  secret,  unfair,  and 
ruinous  methods  of  warfare,  to  make  competition  fair  and 
open,  and  to  enable  shippers  to  modify  their  action  to  suit 
the  coming  changes.  There  is  no  purpose  of  the  provision, 
or  of  the  policy  that  dictated  it,  that  would  not  be  as  well, 
if  not  better,  served  by  a  notice  of  fifteen  or  forty  days,,  as 
one  of  Chree  days. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  contract  in  question  restrains  com- 
petition  in  rates,  and  is  therefore  unlawful.  That  it  does 
have  some  tendency  to  check  competition  in  that  respect  will 
not  be  denied;  but  that  the  restraint  imposed  is  slight,  that 
there  is  abundant  room  within  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
for  the  play  of  all  the  healthy  forces  of  competition,  and  that 
it  has  a  pronounced  tendency  to  prevent  sudden  and  violent 
fluctuations  in  rates,  commonly  termed  "rate  wars,"  seems 
to  us  to  be  equally  manifest.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose 
that  any  member  of  the  association  which,  by  virtue  of  its 
situation,  can  really  afford  to  transport  freight  or  passengers 
between  any  two  competitive  points  for  a  substantially  less 
sum  than  its  competitors,  will  be  likely  to  forego  the  ad- 
vantage that  its  situation  gives  it,  even  under  the  operation 
of  the  agreement  It  is  much  more  probable  that  under  the 
operation  of  the  agreement,  as  under  the  influence  of  free 
competition,  the  rates  between  competitive  points  will  be 
largely,  if  not  entirely,  based  upon  the  rate  which  the  road 
having  the  shortest  line  and  best  facilities  esteems  fair  and 
reasonable  compensation. 

[81]  It  will  be  observed  that  under  the.  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment no  member  of  the  association  has  bound  itself  to  be 
governed  by  a  rate  fixed  by  a  vote  of  the  majority  for  a 
longer  period  than  10  days  after  the  monthly  meeting  next 
succeeding  its  notification  of  a  proposed  change  in  rates;  and 
for  that  reason  the  limitation  imposed  by  the  contract  upon 
the  right  of  a  member  of  the  association  to  adopt  sudi  a 
rate  as  it  sees  fit  is  very  slight,  and  the  power  reposed  in  the 
association  is  correspondingly  small.  We  fail  to  see,  there- 
fore, that  the  natural  or  probable  effect  of  this  contract  will 
be  to  sensibly  raise  either  freight  or  passenger  rates  above 
the  level  which  they  would  attain  under  the  influence  of 
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what  is  termed  ^^  oniestricted  competition.''  On  the  other 
hand,  it  seems  highly  probable  that  the  contract  in  question 
will  prevent  sudden  and  violent  fluctuations  in  freight  rates, 
such  as  often  upset  the  business  calculations  of  entire  com- 
munities, and  that  this  was  one  of  the  main  reasons  which 
led  to  the  formation  of  the  association.  We  are  also  per- 
suaded that  it  will  have  a  sensible  tendency  to  induce  a 
more  uniform  system  of  classification  throughout  the  great 
region  where  the  association  operates,  and  also  to  induce  the 
establishment  of  a  more  perfect  code  of  rules  and  regula- 
tions governing  freight  traffic  It  may  also  tend  to  prevent 
stealthy,  secret,  and  imf air  methods  of  warfare,  and  to  make 
the  strife  for  patronage  among  the  members  of  the  associa- 
tion open,  fair,  and  honorable.  All  of  these  are  objects  that 
are  in  line  with  the  true  spirit  of  the  interstate  oonmieroe 
act  and  an  intelligent  public  policy. 

The  result  is  that  this  contract,  in  view  of  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  and  the  situation  of  the  parties  thereto, 
does  not  impose  such  unreasonable  restraints  on  competition 
as  will  warrant  us  in  holding  that  it  is  one  of  those  contracts 
or  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  several  states  which  fall  within  the  inhibition  of  the 
anti-trust  act  of  July  2, 1890. 

Nor  is  there  any  monopoly  of  trade,  or  any  attempt  to 
monopolize  trade,  within  the  meaning  of  that  act,  evidenced 
by  this  contract  So  far  as  can  be  learned  from  it,  the  asso- 
ciation has  never  intended  to  have,  and  never  has  had  or 
attempted  to  have,  any  trade.  It  has  not  held  or  attempted 
to  obtain  or  hold  any  property  except  the  moneys  necessary 
for  the  bare  expenses  required  to  pay  its  officers  and  em-, 
ployes.  It  has  been  and  is  a  mere  adviser  with  its  members 
upon  disputed  questions  submitted  by  the  contract  to  its 
consideration.  So  far  as  can  be  learned  from  the  contract^ 
each  member  of  the  association  is  striving  with  every  other 
in  its  territory,  whether  a  member  of  the  association  or  not, 
to  divert  from  the  latter  and  gather  to  itself  all  possible 
trade.  There  are  provisions  in  the  contract  that  the  chair- 
man may  authorize  members  to  meet  the  rates  of  c(Hn- 
petitors  who  are  not  members  of  the  association,  and  that 
any  member  may  meet  the  rates  of  such  competitor  at  its 
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peril ;  but  these  provisions  were  necessary  for  the  protection 
of  members  of  the  association  against  the  attacks  of  nonmem- 
bers.  Without  such  provisions  unreasonably  low  rates  es- 
tablished by  the  latter  would  draw  away  the  busi-  [82]  ness 
of  the  members,  and  deprive  them  of  the  opportunity  to 
compete  on  equal  terms.  These  provisions  give  no  company 
any  higher  right  or  greater  power  than  it  had  before  the 
contract  was  riiade,  but  simply  reserved  to  each  the  privilege 
of  exercising  its  original  right  to  meet  competition  without 
giving  the  16  days'  notice  in  case  of  a  warfare  upon  it  by 
a  nonmember. 

A  monopoly  of  trade  embraces  two  essential  elements: 
(1)  The  acquisition  of  an  exclusive  right  to,  or  the  exclusive 
control  of,  that  trade;  and  (2)  the  exclusion  of  all  others 
from  that  right  and  control.  There  is  nothing  in  this  con- 
tract indicating  any  purpose  or  attempt  to  obtain  such  a 
monopoly.  The  great  transportation  systems  of  the  Great 
Northern  Railway  Company,  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company,  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  and  the 
Texas  Pacific  Railroad  Company  were  operated  in  the  region 
subject  to  the  regulation  of  this  association,  but  none  of 
these  companies  were  members  of  it;  and,  even  if  they  had 
been,  there  would  still  have  been  no  evidence  of  any  attempt 
to  monopolize  trade  here,  because  each  member  is  left  to 
compete  with  every  other  for  its  share  of  the  trafiic  In  re 
Greene^  62  Fed.  Rep.  104,  116. 

The  position  that  these  railroad  companies  have  so  far 
disabled  themselves  from  the  performance  of  their  public 
duties  by  the  execution  of  this  contract  as  to  give  ground 
for  the  avoidance  of  the  contract,  and  for  a  forfeiture  of 
their  franchises,  cannot  be  successfully  maintained.  It  is 
well  settled  upon  principle  and  authority  that,  where  a  cor- 
poration by  a  contract  entirely  or  substantially  disables  itself 
from  the  performance  of  the  duties  to  the  public  imposed 
upon  it  by  the  acceptance  of  its  charter,  the  contract  is  void, 
and  its  franchise  may  be  forfeited.  The  reasons  for  this 
rule,  and  some  of  the  limitations  of  it,  were  stated  by  this 
court  in  Union  Pdc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Chicago^  R.  /.  dk  P.  Ry  Oo.^ 
61  Fed.  Rep.  309,  317-321,  2  C.  C.  A.  174,  230-236;  and  it  is 
unnecessary  to  repeat  them  here.    It  goes  without  saying 
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that  this  rule  in  no  way  limits  the  power  of  a  corporation 
to  discharge  its  duties  through  agents  of  its  own  selection. 
Iliere  is  no  doubt  that  each  of  these  corporations  could  law- 
fully appoint  an  expert  or  a  committee  of  experts  upon  the 
subject  of  classification  and  rates  of  freight  upon  its  road, 
empower  him  or  them  to  fix  the  rates,  and  then  maintain 
them  for  40  days  unchanged.  Practically  the  16  representa- 
tives of  these  companies,  at  a  meeting  of  the  association, 
their  chairman,  and  their  committee  that  originally  fixed 
the  rates  and  rules,  together  constitute  an  advisory  conmiittee 
on  rates  and  rules  of  traffic,  composed  of  men  whose  inti- 
mate knowledge  of  the  needs  of  the  shippers,  and  of  the 
diaracter  and  quantities  of  the  commodities  transported 
through  the  different  portions  of  the  wide  area  traversed 
by  these  railroads,  and  whose  wide  experience  in  the  effect 
of  various  rates  upon  the  accommodation  of  the  public  and 
the  business  of  the  companies  fit  them  well  to  carefully 
consider  and  wisely  establish  just  and  reasonable  rates 
throughout  this  territory.  Sudi  a  committee  each  company 
acting  independently  might  have  appointed,  and  it  is  not  per- 
[88]  ceived  that  the  fact  that  two  or  more  companies  appoint 
the  same  men  to  establish  rates  and  rules  for  the  traffic  upon 
their  respective  roads  in  any  way  invalidates  the  appoint- 
ment of  either. 

Moreover,  the  power  delegated  to  the  association,  its  com- 
mittee and  chairman,  is  so  limited  in  extent  and  so  restricted 
in  time  that  it  is  hardly  worthy  of  serious  consideration  as 
the  ground  for  the  avoidance  of  a  contract  and  the  forfeiture 
of  a  franchise.  The  power  granted  to  the  committee  origi- 
nally chosen  to  establish  the  rates  and  rules  expired  by 
limitation  upon  a  30-days  notice  of  withdrawal  from  the 
association;  the  power  of  the  association  itself  to  prevent 
modifications  and  changes  in  the  rules  and  rates  established 
ceases  after  15  days'  notice  of  an  intention  to  make  the 
modifications  and  dianges  notwithstanding  its  action.  It  is 
true  tliat  there  is  a  provision  in  the  second  article  of  the 
agreement  that  regular  meetings  of  the  association  shall  be 
held,  ^  unless  notice  shall  be  given  by  the  chairman  that  the 
business  to  be  transacted  does  not  warrant  calling  the  mem- 
bers together,''  but  the  remark  of  the  counsel  for  the  govem- 
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ment  that  this  gives  the  chairman  power  to  prevent  the 
consideration  of  proposed  changes  in  rates,  and  thus  to  main- 
tain them  indefinitely  by  preventing  a  meeting  of  the  associa- 
tion, cannot  be  seriously  considered.  The  effect  of  the  con- 
tract is  that,  when  a  company  gives  notice  of  a  proposed 
change  of  any  importance,  the  meeting  shall  be  held.  Such 
a  notice  presents  business  to  be  transacted  that  does  warrant 
calling  the  members  together.  If,  under  sudi  circumstances 
the  chairman  gives  notice  that  there  is  no  such  business,  he 
violates  the  contract  The  presumption  is  that  he  will  not 
violate  it;  and,  if  he  does  do  so,  that  is  no  ground  for  an 
avoidance  of  the  contract. 

The  result  is  that  neither  this  contract  nor  the  association 
formed  under  it  can  be  held  to  be  obnoxious  to  the  provisions 
of  the  anti-trust  act  in  view  of  the  facts  admitted  by  the 
pleadings  in  this  suit,  and  in  the  absence  of  other  evidence 
of  their  consequences  and  effect 

Many  of  the  considerations  to  which  we  have  referred  are 
presented  upon  the  argument  of  the  question  whether  or  not 
the  anti-trust  act  applies  to  or  in  any  way  governs  transpor- 
tation companies  that  are  engaged  in  that  part  of  interstate 
and  international  commerce  which  consists  solely  of  the 
transportation  of  persons  and  property,  in  view  of  the  very 
substantial  regulation  of  this  part  of  commerce  provided  by 
the  interstate  commerce  act  The  views  we  have  expressed 
render  it  unnecessary  to  determine  this  question,  and  we 
express  no  opinion  upon  it  We  rest  this  decision  on  the 
ground  that,  if  the  anti-trust  act  applies  to  and  governs 
interstate  and  international  transportation  and  its  instru- 
mentalities, the  contract  and  association  here  in  question 
do  not  appear  to  be  in  violation  of  it. 

The  decree  below  is  affirmed,  without  costs. 

Thayer,  District  Judge,  concurs. 

[84]  Shiras,  District  Judge,  (dissenting.)' 

I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the  conclusion  reached  by  the 
majority  of  the  court  in  this  case,  and  propose  to  state  the 
reasons  for  such  nonconcurrence. 
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AflpwimiTig  that  the  anti-trust  act  of  July  2,  1890,  is  appli- 
cable to  interstate  railroad  companies  and  the  business  trans- 
acted by  tliem,  it  seems  to  me  entirely  clear  that  the  contract 
entered  into  by  the  railway  companies  forming  the  Trans- 
Missouri  Freight  Association  is  in  contravention  of  the 
statute,  in  that  it  deprives  the  public  of  the  benefit  of  free 
competition  between  the  associated  railway  companies,  and 
thereby  subjects  the  commerce  of  the  regions  tributary  to 
these  lines  of  railway  to  the  possibility,  if  not  the  certainty, 
of  paying  increased  rates  for  the  transportation  of  freight 
over  ^e  same. 

It  is  doubtless  entirely  true  that  at  the  present  time  a  more 
liberal  rule  prevails  than  in  the  earlier  days  in  regArd  to  con- 
tracts affecting  the  business  carried  on  by  private  citizens  or 
corporations,  when  the  same  is  essentially  of  a  private  nature, 
and  only  indirectly  affects  the  public  at  large.  As  is  pointed 
out  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  use  of  steam  and  elec- 
tricity in  connection  with  the  mercantile  and  commercial 
business  of  the  world  has  so  greatly  increased  the  facilities 
for  commercial  intercourse  that  contracts  which  a  century 
ago  would  have  been  in  fact  an  imreasonable  restriction  upon 
trade  in  its  then  condition  would  not  now  produce  the  same 
result,  and  hence  would  not  fall  within  the  condemnation  of 
the  principle  which  declares  unlawful  all  contracts  or  combi- 
nations which  work  an  unreasonable  restriction  upon  trade 
and  conmierce.  The  principle  itself,  however,  remains  in 
force  at  the  common  law  even  in  regard  to  business  enter- 
prises which  deal  only  with  matters  of  private  interest,  and 
only  incidentally  affect  the  community  at  large.  At  an  early 
day  a  distinction  was  recognized  at  the  common  law  between 
the  rules  applicable  to  business  pursuits  of  a  purely  private 
nature  and  those  connected  with  matters  directly  affecting 
the  conununity  at  large;  as,  for  instance,  the  dealing  in  com- 
modities forming  the  necessaries  of  life.  CJontracts  or  combi- 
nations tending  to  create  a  monopoly  in  the  latter  articles 
were  condenmed  as  contrary  to  public  policy,  when  like  con- 
tracts affecting  other  kinds  of  property  were  held  to  be  valid ; 
and  the  same  principle  holds  good  at  the  present  time.  An- 
other distinction  which  is  now  firmly  established  and  en- 
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forced  grows  out  of  the  nature  of  the  business  contracted 
about,  and  the  relation  the  contracting  parties  bear  thereto. 
An  individual  or  a  private  corporation  engaged  in  a  purely 
private  enterprise  may  lawfully  enter  into  contracts  or  com- 
binations in  regard  thereto  which  would  be  invalid  and 
illegal  if  the  business  was  of  a  public  nature,  and  the  corpo- 
ration was  created  for  the  purpose  of  engaging  therein. 
Thus  in  Gtbhs  v.  Oaa  Co.,  130  U.  S.  396,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  568, 
the  supreme  court,  speaking  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller, 
declared  that — 

'*  The  supplying  of  lUmninating  gas  is  a  business  of  a  public  nature 
to  meet  a  public  necessity.  It  is  not  a  business  like  that  of  an  ordi- 
nary corporation  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  articles  that  may  be 
famished  by  individual  [85]  effort  ♦  •  •  Hence,  wMle  it  is 
Justly  urged  that  those  rules  which  say  that  a  given  contract  is  against 
public  policy  should  not  be  arbitrarily  extended  so  as  to  interfere  with 
the  freedom  of  contract,  {Registering  Co.  v.  Sampson,  L.  R.  19  Bq. 
462,)  yet  in  the  instance  of  business  of  such  character  that  it  pre- 
sumably cannot  be  restrained  to  any  extent  whatever  without  preju- 
dice to  the  public  interest,  courts  decline  to  enforce  or  sustain  cwi- 
tracts  imposing  such  restraint,  however  partial,  because  in  contrav^i- 
tion  of  public  policy.  This  subject  is  much  considered,  and  the 
authorities  cited,  in  West  Virginia  Transp,  Co,  v.  Ohio  River  Pipe 
Line  Co,,  22  W.  Va.  600 ;  Chicago  Cfaslight  d  Coke  Co.  v.  People's  009- 
light  d  Coke  Co.,  121  111.  530,  13  N.  E.  Rep.  169 ;  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.  V.  American  Union  Tel  Co.,  65  Ga.  160.  •  ♦  ♦  Innumerable 
cases,  however,  might  be  cited  to  sustain  the  proposition  that  combina- 
tions among  those  engaged  in  business  impressed  with  a  public  or 
quasi  public  character,  which  are  manifestly  prejudicial  to  the  pubHc 
interest,  cannot  be  upheld." 

In  West  Virginia  Transp.  Co.  v.  Ohio  River  Pipe  Line  Co.y 
22  W.  Va.  600,  it  is  said : 

••  If  there  be  any  sort  of  business  which  from  its  peculiar  character 
can  be  restrained  to  no  extent  whatever  without  prejudice  to  the 
public  interest,  then  the  courts  would  l>e  compelled  to  hold  void  any 
contract  imposing  any  restraint,  however  partial,  on  this  peculiar 
business,  provided,  of  course,  it  be  shown  clearly  that  the  peculiar 
business  thus  attempted  to  be  restrained  is  of  such  a  character  that 
any  restraint  upon  it,  however  partial,  must  be  regarded  by  the  court 
as  prejudicial  to  the  public  interest" 

In  Chicago  Gaslight  <&  Coke  Co.  v.  People^s  Gaslight  <& 
Coke  Co.y  121  HL  530, 13  N.  E.  Rep.  169,  it  is  declared  that— 

**  The  ordinary  rule  that  contracts  in  partial  restraint  of  trade  are 
not  invalid  does  not  apply  to  corporations  like  appellant  and  appellee^ 
because  they  were  engaged  in  a  public  business,  and  in  furnishing 
that  which  was  a  matter  of  public  concern  to  all  the  inhabitants  of 
the  city." 

It  is  not  necessary  to  extend  the  citation  of  authorities 
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apon  this  general  proposition,  but  it  is  of  vital  importance 
to  bear  in  mind  the  distinction  that  exists  in  this  particular 
between  private  individuals  or  corporations  engaged  in  ordi- 
nary business  avocations  and  public  corporations  engaged 
in  the  performance  of  a  public  or  governmental  duty,  like 
that  of  building  and  operating  a  public  highway  in  the 
form  of  a  railway  line. 

From  the  earliest  days  the  duty  of  constructing  and  main- 
taining the  public  roads  of  a  country  has  been  recognized  as 
one  incumbent  upon  the  government.  To  secure  the  con- 
struction of  a  railway  running  over  the  property  of  many 
individuals,  the  right  of  eminent  domain  must  be  called  into 
exercise,  and  thus  the  character  of  a  public  enterprise  is  im- 
pressed upon  it  both  by  reason  of  the  purpose  it  is  intended 
to  subserve  and  by  reason  of  the  governmental  power  exer- 
cised in  its  creation  and  maintenance.  So,  also,  corpora- 
tions created  for  the  purpose  of  building  and  operating  public 
highways  in  the  form  of  railroads  are  of  necessity  public, 
not  private,  corporations,  because  they  are  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  engaging  in  the  public  work  of  constructing  and 
operating  a  highway  for  the  use  of  the  people  at  large,  and 
because  they  are  authorized  to  call  into  exercise  the  govern- 
mental right  of  eminent  domain,  a  right  which  cannot  be 
lawfully  conferred  upon  a  private  corporation  engaged  solely 
in  enterprises  private  in  their  nature.  The  failure  to  recog- 
nize the  distinction  existing  between  private  enterprises 
[86]  carried  on  by  individuals  or  private  corporations,  and 
public  duties  performed  through  the  agency  of  public  cor- 
porations, in  my  judgment  has  misled  the  court  in  reaching 
the  conclusion  announced  in  the  majority  opinion. 

As  applied  to  private  associations,  the  modem  authorities 
undoubtedly  sustain  the  proposition  therein  laid  down,  ^  that 
it  is  not  the  existence  of  the  restriction  of  competition,  but 
the  reasonableness  of  that  restriction,  that  is  the  test  of  the 
validity  of  contracts  that  are  claimed  to  be  in  restraint  of 
trade;  ^  but  that,  in  my  judgment,  is  not  the  test  of  validity 
when  the  action  of  public  corporations  relative  to  public 
duties  is  brought  in  question. 

Parties  engaged  in  the  manufacture  or  sale  of  lumber, 
dry  goods,  or  other  like  articles  primarily  owe  no  duty  to  the 
10870**— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1.  vol  1 15 
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public  in  connection  therewith.  They  may  limit  or  enlarge, 
continue  or  discontinue  the  business,  as  they  please,  and  may 
charge  exorbitant  prices  or  the  contrary.  In  these  particu- 
lars they  owe  no  special  duty  to  the  public,  for  they  are  not 
exercising  any  sovereign  or  public  powers  in  carrying  on 
such  private  enterprises,  nor  are  they  charged  with  the  per- 
formance of  a  public  duty.  Hence  they  are  at  liberty  to 
enter  into  contracts  with  other  private  parties  engaged  in 
like  pursuits  which  may  tend  to  regulate  or  restrict  the  busi- 
ness carried  on  by  them,  subject,  however,  to  the  rule  that 
restrictions  imreasonably  affecting  the  freedom  of  trade  and 
commerce  cannot  be  sustained,  because  thereby  the  public 
interests  are  affected.  Touching  contracts  between  private 
parties  in  regard  to  pursuits  essentially  private  in  their  na- 
ture, the  test  of  validity  we  thus  find  to  be  the  actual  effect 
thereof  on  the  public  welfare.  In  regard  to  such  private 
enterprises  the  public  has  no  voice  in  the  management  thereof, 
nor  any  right  of  dictating  what  shall  or  shall  not  be  done 
by  the  owners  thereof,  nor  have  the  latter  become  bound  to 
carry  on  the  business  in  the  interest  or  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public  primarily.  The  contrary  is  true  with  regard  to  public 
corporations,  clothed  with  the  power  to  fulfill  public  duties, 
and  engaged  in  enterprises  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  dis- 
charge a  governmental  duty,  and  which  require  in  their  per- 
formance the  exercise  of  the  sovereign  right  of  eminent 
domain. 

Such  public  corporations  owe  primarily  a  duty  to  the 
community,  and  the  relations  existing  between  them  and  the 
public  are  in  many  particulars  radically  different  from  those 
pertaining  to  private  corporations.  Neither  extended  argu- 
ment nor  the  citation  of  authorities  is  needed  to  show  that 
the  business  of  railway  transportation  is  one  of  a  public 
character,  and  which  reaches  and  affects  the  business  inter- 
ests of  the  entire  community.  When  a  highway  in  the  form 
of  a  railroad  is  constructed  and  put  in  operation,  all  parties 
living  in  the  regions  adjacent  thereto  are  dependent  upon  the 
railroad  for  the  carrying  on  of  all  business  which  involves 
the  transportation  of  persons  or  property  in  connection 
therewith.  The  farmer  is  compelled  to  use  the  railway  for 
the  transportation  of  the  products  of  his  farm  to  market. 
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The  merdiant  must  use  the  same  agency  in  bringing  to  his 
place  of  business  the  merchandise  in  which  he  deals.  Prac- 
tically the  business  of  tlie  oonununity,  whether  [87]  in  con- 
nection with  articles  of  prime  necessity,  like  food  or  fuel,  or 
the  other  articles  which  are  produced  or  dealt  in  by  the  peo- 
ple at  large,  becomes  of  necessity  wholly  dependent  upon  the 
facilities  for  transportation  furnished  by  the  given  rail- 
way. As  to  the  majority  of  the  community  living  along  its 
line,  each  railway  company  has  a  monopoly  of  the  business 
demanding  transportation  as  one  of  its  elements.  By  reason 
of  this  fact  the  action  of  the  corporation  in  establishing  the 
rates  to  be  charged  largely  influences  the  net  profit  coming  to 
the  fanner,  the  manufacturer,  and  the  merchant  from  the 
sale  of  the  products  of  the  farm,  the  workshop,  and  manu- 
factory, and  of  the  merchandise  purchased  and  resold,  and 
also  largely  influences  the  price  to  be  paid  by  every  one  who 
consumes  any  of  the  property  transported  over  the  line  of 
railway.  There  is  no  other  line  of  business  carried  on  in  our 
midst  which  is  so  intimately  connected  with  the  public  as 
that  conducted  by  the  railways  of  the  country. 

Certainly,  if  it  be  true,  as  held  in  Cfibba  v.  Oaa  Go,,,  supra^ 
that  the  supplying  of  gas  for  illuminating  purposes  is  a 
business  of  a  public  nature,  because  it  supplies  a  public 
necessity,  and  that  it  is  of  such  a  character  that  contracts 
between  companies  engaged  therein,  looking  to  a  regulating 
of  competition,  cannot  be  sustained  because  inimical  to  the 
public  welfare,  then  it  must  also  be  true  that  the  furnishing 
facilities  for  the  transportation*of  the  products  of  the  coun- 
try by  means  of  railways  is  likewise  a  public  business,  and 
one  of  such  character  that  contracts  or  combinations  be- 
tween the  corporations  engaged  therein,  intended  to  limit  the 
effect  of  free  competition  upon  the  rates  charged  the  public, 
must  be  held  to  be  prejudicial  to  the  public  interests,  and  there- 
fore to  be  invalid.   It  is  said  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  that — 

''We  find  that  it  has  long  been  settled  that  contracts  or  combina- 
tions of  producers  or  dealers  in  staple  commodities  of  prime  necessity 
to  tlie  people,  to  restrict  or  monopolize  their  supply  or  enhance  their 
price,  pooling  contracts  or  combinations  between  such  producers  or 
dealers  to  divide  their  profits  in  certain  fixed  proportions  and  pooling 
contracts  or  combinations  between  competing  common  carriers,  are 
illegal  restraints  of  trade,  and  void.** 
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Are  not  railway  companies  engaged  in  the  transportation 
of  articles  of  prime  necessity  to  the  people?  Do  they  not 
handle  the  food  products  of  the  country,  the  fuel,  and  all 
the  other  necessaries  of  life?  Do  not  the  rates  charged  for 
the  transportation  of  these  artides  have  as  much  to  do  with 
determining  the  prices  paid  by  the  community  as  the  rates 
charged  by  those  engaged  in  buying  and  selling  the  same 
upon  the  open  market?  If  combinations  among  the  dealers 
in  such  articles  to  avoid  competition  and  enhance  the  cost 
to  the  consumer  are  illegal  and  void,  why  are  not  combina- 
tions among  common  carriers  engaged  in  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  same  articles,  tending  to  enhance  the  cost  to  the 
consumer  by  avoiding  the  effect  of  competition  upon  the 
rates  of  transportation,  equally  void? 

If  I  correctly  understand  the  opinion  of  the  majority,  it 
is  therein  admitted  that  it  is  the  settled  law  that  contracts 
or  combinations  between  producers  or  dealers  in  staple  com- 
modities of  prime  neoes-  [88]  sity  to  the  people,  tending  to 
monopolize  the  supply  or  enhance  the  price,  are  contrary  to 
public  policy  and  therefore  void;  and  yet  it  is  maintained 
that  public  corporations  like  railway  companies  may  com- 
bine to  fix  the  rates  to  be  charged  for  the  transportation  of 
the  like  commodities,  which  of  necessity  affects  the  cost  to 
the  consumer,  as  well  as  the  value  to  the  producer,  and  that 
contracts  thus  arbitrarily  establishing  the  rates  to  be  charged, 
and  avoiding  the  effect  of  competition  thereon,  cannot  be 
held  to  be  invalid,  unless  it  be  clearly  shown  that  the  rates 
thus  fixed  are  unreasonable.  It  seems  to  me  the  two  propo- 
sitions are  clearly  at  variance. 

The  right  to  freely  contract  and  combine  possessed  by 
private  parties  engaged  in  private  pursuits  is  limited  and 
denied  when  they  come  to  deal  with  staple  commodities,  be- 
cause the  whole  community  is  interested  in  these  articles  of 
prime  necessity,  and  any  contract  affecting  them  affects  the 
public;  and  clearly  public  corporations  are  under  a  more 
stringent  rule  in  this  particular. 

Unlike  private  parties  engaged  in  private  pursuits,  which 
only  incidentally,  if  at  all,  affect  the  public  welfare,  corpora- 
tions created  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  and  operating 
the  modem  form  of  public  highways  owe  primarily  a  duty  to 
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the  public.  They  are  created  to  subserve  a  public  purpose, 
to  wit,  to  furnish  the  means  for  the  transportation  of  the 
people  and  property  of  the  country,  and  they  are  under  con- 
stant obligation  to  use  their  corporate  powers  in  the  interest 
of  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  community  from  which  these 
powers  have  been  derived. 

The  right  to  demand  transportation  for  one's  self  or  prop- 
erty over  such  highways  belongs  to  every  member  of  the  com- 
munity, and  the  rate  to  be  paid  for  such  service  is  a  question 
which  affects  every  one  using  the  highway,  and,  in  addition, 
every  member  of  the  community  is  affected  by  the  rates 
charged,  for  the  amoimt  thereof  enters  into  and  affects  the 
price  of  every  article  that  is  bought  and  sold  in  the  com- 
munity. The  duty  of  transporting  persons  and  property 
over  a  line  of  railway  is  a  public  duty,  assumed  by  the  cor- 
poration operating  the  particular  line,  and  in  the  proper 
performance  thereof  the  public  has  a  direct  interest.  The 
proper  performance  of  this  duty  includes  the  rate  of  com- 
pensation to  be  charged  for  the  services  rendered,  and  this 
is  a  question  in  which  the  public  has  a  direct  and  most  im- 
portant interest,  and  all  contracts  or  combinations  intended 
to  affect  the  rate  to  be  charged  directly  affect  the  public 
welfare.  Clearly,  therefore,  railway  transportation  of  per- 
sons and  property  comes  within  the  classes  of  business,  which, 
in  the  language  of  the  supreme  court  in  (Hhha  v.  Oas  Go.^ 
8upra^  are  of  such  a  public  character  that  presumably  they 
cannot  be  restrained  to  any  extent  whatever  without  preju- 
dice to  the  public  interest. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  majority  it  is  practically  assumed 
that  the  same  freedom  to  contract  or  combine  with  others  is 
possessed  by  the  public  corporations  engaged  in  railway 
transportation  as  belongs  to  private  parties  engaged  in  pri- 
vate pursuits.  It  does  not  so  seem  to  me,  either  upon  prin- 
ciple or  authority.  Private  corporations  are  not  created 
for  the  primary  purpose  of  furthering  the  public  [89]  inter- 
ests, nor  do  they  assume  the  performance  of  a  public  duty. 
Conducting  private  enterprises  for  private  gain,  there  is 
no  presumption  that  their  acts  will  affect  the  public  wel- 
fare, and  hence  their  freedom  of  contract  and  action  is  not 
to  be  limited  or  denied,  unless  it  clearly  appears  that  the  in- 
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terests  of  the  community  will  be  injuriously  affected  by 
the  action  proposed  to  be  taken.  On  ^e  other  hand,  in  the 
case  of  public  corporations  engaged  in  carrying  on  a  public 
enterprise,  it  is  apparent  that  every  course  of  action  in- 
tended to  affect  the  business  transacted  by  the  corporation 
must  of  necessity  affect  the  public  interests. 

A  railway  corporation  engaged  in  the  transportation  of 
the  persons  and  property  of  the  community  is  always  carry- 
ing on  a  public  business,  which  at  all  times  directly  affects 
the  public  welfare.  All  contracts  or  combinations  entered 
into  between  railway  corporations,  intended  to  regulate  the 
rates  to  be  charged  the  public  for  the  service  rendered,  must  of 
necessity  affect  the  public  interests.  By  reason  of  this  marked 
distinction  existing  between  enterprises  inherently  public 
in  their  character  and  those  of  a  private  nature,  and  further 
by  reason  of  the  difference  between  private  persons  and  cor- 
porations engaged  in  private  pursuits,  who  owe  no  direct 
or  primary  duty  to  the  public,  and  public  corporations  cre- 
ated for  tiie  express  purpose  of  carrying  on  public  enter- 
prises, and  which,  in  consideration  of  the  public  powers 
exercised  in  their  behalf,  are  under  obligation  to  carry  on 
the  work  intrusted  to  their  management  primarily  in  the 
interest  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  commimity,  it  seems  dear 
to  me  that  the  same  test  is  not  applicable  to  both  classes  of 
business  and  corporations  in  determining  the  validity  of 
contracte  and  combinations  entered  into  by  those  engaged 
therein. 

In  the  case  of  railway  companies  engaged  in  the  public 
business  of  transporting  persons  and  property  from  state 
to  state  over  the  highways  of  the  country,  it  is,  in  my  judg- 
ment, clearly  contrary  to  the  public  welfare,  and  therefore 
illegal,  for  these  public  corporations  to  enter  into  contracts 
and  combinations  intended  to  limit  or  nullify  the  effect  of 
free  and  unrestrained  competition  upon  the  rates  to  be 
charged  the  public  for  the  services  rendered  in  the  trans- 
portation of  persons  or  property  over  the  public  highway. 
So  far  as  the  national  government  has  dealt  with  this  ques- 
tion, it  has  as  yet  not  underteken  to  declare  by  statute  what 
rates  shall  be  charged  by  the  railway  companies,  nor  has  it 
established  a  fixed  maximum  or  minimum  limit.    Li  this 
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particular  the  public  has  relied  upon  the  effect  of  competi- 
tion in  keeping  the  rates  charged  within  reasonable  bounds. 
Hence  it  is  that  all  sections  of  the  country  have  so  eagerly 
striyen  to  secure  the  construction  of  competing  lines  of  rail- 
way. There  is  scarcely  a  town  or  city  in  the  community  that 
has  not  felt  the  need  of  securing  access  to  rival  lines  of  trans- 
portation, in  order  that  it  might  enjoy  the  benefits  of  compe- 
tition in  reducing  the  freight  and  passenger  tariffs  of  the 
railway  companies.  If,  after  a  conununity  has  by  donations 
or  taxation  expended  a  large  sum  in  securing  the  construction 
of  a  second  line  of  railway  for  the  purpose  of  thereby  en- 
joying the  benefits  of  competition,  it  is  open  to  the  two  rail- 
way corporations  to  c<»nbine  together,  and  by  contract 
[90]  establish  a  tariff  of  rates  which  neither  company  is  at 
liberty  to  depart  from,  it  is  dear  that  the  community  is 
thereby  deprived  of  its  only  protection  against  unfair  charges. 

In  my  judgment,  the  conununity  is  absolutely  entitled  to 
the  protection  against  unfair  rates  whidi  is  afforded  by  free 
and  unrestrained  competition  between  the  companies  engaged 
in  the  transportation  business  of  the  country,  and  any  con- 
tract or  combination  which  is  intended  to  restrict  competition 
in  this  particular  is  inimical  to  the  public  welfare,  and  is 
therefore  illegal. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  it  is  urged,  in 
substance,  that  it  is  lawful  to  place  a  reasonable  restriction 
upon  competition,  and  that,  therefore,  the  question  in  each 
case  is  whether  the  restriction  placed  upon  competition  re- 
sults in  the  imposition  of  unreasonable  rates  for  the  services 
rendered.  This  is  the  rule  in  regard  to  private  pai*ties  en- 
gaged in  private  pursuits,  because  as  to  such  pursuits  a 
restriction  upon  competition  does  not  affect  the  public  unless 
it  is  unreasonable,  and  the  public  has  no  right  of  complaint 
until  its  interests  are  unfavorably  affected;  but,  as  I  have 
endeavored  to  maintain,  in  the  case  of  public  railway  cor- 
porations, the  work  they  are  engaged  in  is  inherently  of  a 
public  nature,  and  any  contract  or  combination  entered  into 
between  them,  intended  to  affect  the  rates  to  be  charged,  must 
of  necessity  affect  the  entire  community.  In  view  of  the 
public  interest  in  the  rates  charged  for  transportation  over 
the  public  highway,  and  in  the  absence  of  legislation  afford- 
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ing  other  means  of  protection,  the  community  cannot  be 
deprived  of  the  safeguard  secured  by  free  and  unrestricted 
competition  between  the  different  lines  of  railway  without 
placing  the  welfare  of  the  public  in  subjection  to  the  inter- 
ests or  supposed  interests  of  those  managing  these  corpora- 
tions, which  certainly  cannot  be  lawfully  done. 

But  it  may  be  argued  that  due  protection  in  this  particu- 
lar is  afforded  by  holding  that  reasonable  restriction  upon 
competition  as  to  rates  will  be  sustained,  and  unreasonable 
restrictions  will  be  held  invalid.  I  apprdliend  that  no  other 
meaning  can  be  given  to  this  proposition  than  that,  if  the 
rates  established  under  a  given  restriction  upon  competition 
are  reasonable,  then  they  will  be  sustained;  otherwise  not. 
The  reasonable  rates  which  the  community  is  entitled  to 
enjoy  are  those  which  result  from  free  and  unrestrained  com- 
petition, and  not  those  which  are  agreed  upon  by  the  railway 
companies  in  the  absence  of  competition.  In  the  absence  of 
Igislation  establishing  a  standard  for  refisonable  rates,  and 
in  the  absence  of  rates  fixed  by  free  competition,  what  prac- 
ticable criterion  is  there  for  determining  whether  a  tariff  of 
rates  agreed  upon  by  railway  companies  is  or  is  not  reason- 
able with  reference  to  the  public?  If  it  be  the  law  that  rail- 
way companies  may  combine  together,  and  by  contract  agree 
upon  the  schedule  of  rates  to  be  charged,  and  bind  themselves 
under  penalties  not  to  depart  from  the  schedule  thus  estab- 
lished, and  if  the  individual  citizen  can  obtain  no  relief 
against  the  exaction  of  rates  thus  fixed,  unless  he  can  in  each 
instance  prove  to  a  court  and  jury  that  the  rate  charged  is 
unreasonable,  then  he  is  in  fact  wholly  witiiout  remedy.  The 
great  [91]  cost  and  other  evils  of  litigation  of  this  character 
would  ordinarily  deter  the  private  citizen  from  the  effort  to 
maintain  his  rights  by  an  appeal  to  the  courts. 

But  if  the  citizen  should  assume  these  burdens,  and  should 
contest  the  rightfulness  of  the  charges  complained  of,  he 
would,  under  the  view  advanced  in  the  majority  opinion, 
be  compelled  to  establish  by  competent  evidence  that  the 
rate  complained  of  was  unreasonabla  By  what  criterion  is 
the  question  of  the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  charged  to  be 
determined?  The  article  shipped  is  perhaps  a  car  load  or 
two  of  live  stock  or  of  wheat  or  other  like  products.    Is  the 
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citizen  to  be  cc»npelled  to  attempt  to  prove  what  it  really 
costs  the  railway  company  to  transport  these  cars?  Is  the 
inquiry  to  embrace  an  investigation  into  the  cost  of  the  con- 
struction of  the  road,  of  the  equipping  the  same,  and  of 
operating  the  road  on  the  one  hand,  and  into  the  total  amount 
and  character  of  the  business  d(Mie  by  the  road,  and  of  the 
amounts  received  therefrom,  so  as  to  ascertain  whether  a  due 
relation  exists  between  the  income  and  expenditure?  It 
must  be  apparent  to  any  one  that  it  would  be  wholly  im- 
practicable to  enter  upon  such  an  investigation,  and,  if  it 
was  entered  upon,  the  citizen  would  be  at  such  a  disadvantage 
as  to  amount  to  a  total  denial  of  justice  to  him. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  charged 
is  to  be  ascertained  by  comparison  with  the  rates  charged 
for  like  services  by  other  railroads,  then  the  rates  accepted 
as  the  standard  of  comparison  must  be  such  as  are  the  result 
of  free  competition,  because  it  would  not  do  to  accept  as  a 
standard  rates  fixed  by  a  combination,  for  it  could  not  be 
known  that  these  rates  are  reasonable,  and  the  proposed 
standard  would  be  without  value  as  evidence.  The  diffi- 
culties that  would  of  necessity  be  encountered  by  any  citizen 
in  establishing  the  unreasonableness  of  a  particular  rate 
charged  him  are  such  as  to  render  a  remedy  by  that  method 
of  no  value,  and  hence  it  is  that  at  all  times  the  citizen  is 
entitled  to  the  protection  afforded  him  by  absolutely  free 
competition  between  railway  companies.  Any  contract  or 
combination  which  tends  to  deprive  the  citizen  of  the  protec- 
tion thus  afforded  him  is  contrary  to  public  policy. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  majority  a  very  full  and  careful 
analysis  is  made  of  the  various  provisions  of  the  contract 
entered  into  by  the  defendant  companies,  and  the  benefits 
to  be  derived  therefrom  are  pointed  out  I  do  not  doubt 
that  in  many  respects  the  provisions  of  this  contract,  if  car- 
ried out,  would  operate  beneficially  for  the  companies  and 
without  injury  to  the  public;  but  the  illegality  of  the  con- 
tract, in  my  judgment,  lies  in  the  fact  that  its  main  purpose 
is  to  protect  the  companies  from  the  effects  of  free  competi- 
tion in  reducing  the  rates  to  be  collected  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  freight  over  the  lines  of  railway  operated  by  the 
contracting  corporations.    Certainly  the  defendants,  if  they 
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considered  themseLves  bound  by  this  agreement,  were  no 
longer  at  liberty  to  compete  with  each  other  in  the  matter 
of  rates  to  be  charged  the  public. 

[92]  The  rates  are  to  be  established  by  a  committee,  and 
are  to  be  observed  by  all  the  contracting  parties,  with  a  lia- 
bility to  a  penalty  for  any  breach  of  the  contract  It  is 
clearly  evident  that  the  defendants  entered  into  this  con- 
tract in  the  expectation  that  thereby  a  schedule  of  rates 
would  be  fixed  which  would  differ  from  those  which  would 
prevail  in  the  absence  of  such  concerted  action. 

The  several  companies  are  no  longer  left  free  to  fix  rates 
based  upon  considerations  pertaining  to  their  own  lines  of 
railway,  the  cost  of  operating  the  same,  and  the  facilities 
possessed  for  handling  the  business.  If  the  making  and 
enforcement  of  this  contract  would  not  have  the  effect  of 
establishing  a  schedule  of  rates  other  and  different  from 
what  would  obtain  in  the  absence  of  the  contract,  what  in- 
duced the  companies  to  enter  into  it? 

I  can  place  no  other  construction  upon  this  contract  than 
that  its  main  object  was  to  remove  the  question  of  rates  from 
the  field  of  competition.  In  my  judgment,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  enter  upon  a  minute  examination  of  the  averments  made 
in  the  bill  and  denied  or  admitted  in  the  answer.  The  bill 
charges  and  the  answer  admits  that  the  defendant  companies 
entered  into  the  contract  in  question,  and  the  main  issue  in 
controversy  is  as  to  the  validity  of  the  contract.  As  I  con- 
strue it,  the  invalidity  thereof  is  apparent  upon  its  face,  in 
that  it  clearly  appears  that  the  purpose  of  the  contract. was 
to  establish  by  agreement  a  schedule  of  rates  which  was  to 
bind  all  the  contracting  companies,  and  which  each  company 
was  bound  to  enforce  as  against  its  patrons;  thus  depriving 
the  public  of  the  protection  resulting  from  free  and  unre- 
strained competition  between  these  public  corporations.  It 
matters  not  that  the  particular  rates  now  enforced  under  this 
contract  may  be  wholly  reasonable.  That  is  not  the  ques- 
tion. The  point  to  be  decided  is  whether  these  public  cor- 
porations, engaged  in  a  public  enterprise,  have  the  right  to 
agree  that  they  will  cease  to  compete  with  each  other. 

Whether  these  corporations  shall  or  shall  not  be  relieved 
from  the  effects  of  free  and  fair  competition  in  the  carrying 
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on  of  the  public  work  they  are  engaged  in  is  a  question  to  be 
decided  by  the  people,  acting  through  the  proper  govern- 
mental  agency.  It  is  not  for  the  railway  companies  to  decide 
when  they  will  compete  with  each  other  and  when  they  will 
not.  The  public  welfare  demands  that  they  should  remain 
always  subject  to  the  operation  of  this  principle  of  free  com- 
petition, unless  they  are  freed  therefrom  by  legislative  action, 
whereby  other  safeguards  are  substituted  for  that  afforded 
the  public  by  the  operation  of  the  principle  named. 

If  I  correctly  apprehend  that  portion  of  the  majority 
opinion  which  deals  with  the  effect  of  the  interstate  com- 
merce act,  it  is  therein  argued  that  this  act  radically  changes 
the  rights  of  the  railway  companies  and  the  public  in  this 
particular,  and  that  it  was  intended  thereby  to  free  the  com- 
panies from  the  effects  of  free  competition.  With  all  due 
deference  to  my  brethren,  I  must  yet  be  permitted  to  say 
that  it  seems  to  me  that  the  opinion  always  [98]  loses  sight 
of  the  distinction  existing  at  the  common  law  between  par- 
ties following  private  pursuits  and  public  corporations  en- 
gaged in  public  enterprises. 

The  interstate  commerce  act  did  not  materially  change  the 
rights  pertaining  to  the  public.  It  created  certain  machinery 
for  the  better  enforcement  and  protection  of  the  public  in- 
terests, but  the  rights  to  be  protected  were  already  in  exist- 
ence, and  the  statute  in  this  respect  is  only  declaratory  of  com- 
mon law  principles.  Before  the  enactment  of  that  statute, 
railway  companies  were  recognized  to  be  public  corpora- 
tions, charged  with  the  duties  and  obligations  pertaining 
thereto.  As  common  carriers  they  were  under  legal  obli- 
gation to  deal  with  the  public,  and  to  afford  equal  facili- 
ties to  every  citizen,  and  they  were  only  entitled  to  demand 
reasonable,  and  not  exorbitant,  compensation  for  the  services 
rendered  by  them.  The  purpose  of  the  interstate  commerce 
act  was  not  so  much  to  change  the  legal  rights  of  the  common 
carriers  and  of  the  public  as  it  was  to  compel  a  change  in 
the  practices  of  railway  companies,  and  to  enforce  com- 
pliance on  their  part  with  the  duties  and  obligations  which 
rested  upon  them  under  the  principles  of  the  common  law. 
The  line  of  argument  followed  by  the  majority  seems  to 
assume  that  the  main  purpose  of  the  interstate  conmieix^ 
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act  is  to  regulate  the  relations  between  the  competing  lines 
of  railway,  and  to  protect  the  weaker  lines  of  ntilway  and 
the  capital  invested  therein  from  being  absorbed  by  the 
stronger  competitor.  That  there  are  evils  of  this  nature  of 
great  magnitude  is  not  to  be  denied,  but  the  interstate  com- 
merce act  was  not  enacted  for  their  eradication. 

The  primary  purpose  of  that  act  was  to  deal  with  the 
relations  existing  between  the  common  carriers  and  the  pub- 
lic, and  to  enforce  the  rights  of  the  latter.  Experience  had 
shown  that  railway  companies  had,  in  many  instances, 
favored  particular  localities  or  particular  parties  or  par- 
ticular classes  of  business  at  the  expense  of  the  community 
at  large,  and  the  act  was,  in  the  language  used  by  the  su- 
preme court  in  Railway  Go.  v.  Goodridge^  149  U.  S.  680,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  970,  intended  "to  cut  up  by  the  roots  the 
entire  system  of  rebates  and  discriminations  in  favor  of 
particular  localities,  special  enterprises,  or  favored  corpora- 
tions, and  to  put  all  shippers  on  an  absolute  equality. '^ 
The  uniformity  and  equality  of  rates  sought  to  be  secured 
by  that  act  are  not  between  die  schedules  of  rates  charged  by 
the  several  companies,  but  between  the  charges  actually  made 
by  each  railway  company  to  its  patrons.  The  act  does  not 
require  the  schedule  of  rates  adopted  by  one  company  to 
conform  to  that  of  a  rival  company.  What  it  does  demand 
of  each  company  is  that,  in  dealing  with  its  customers,  it  shall 
make  no  unjust  discrimination,  but  shall,  for  the  like  service 
performed  under  similar  circumstances,  charge  the  same 
rate  to  all.  The  act  provides  that  all  charges  for  the  trans- 
portation of  persons  or  property  from  state  to  state  shall 
be  reasonable  and  just,  but  no  standard  for  ascertaining 
whether  a  given  rate  is  reasonable  or  not  is  established  by 
the  act 

J  fail,  therefore,  to  perceive  the  force  of  the  argument  that 
the  [94]  adoption  of  the  interstate  commerce  act  worked  a 
radical  change  in  the  relations  existing  between  railway 
companies  and  the  public,  and  that  one  effect  thereof  was 
to  authorize  the  former  to  combine  together  for  the  purpose 
of  escaping  the  effect  of  competition  upon  the  rates  to  be 
charged  the  public  for  the  services  rendered.  Before  the 
adoption  of  that  act  the  community  was  certainly  entitled 
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to  tike  protection  derived  from  free  competition  between 
the  lines  of  railway  engaged  in  interstate  traffic,  and  there 
is  noUiing  in  that  act  which  deprives  the  public  of  this 
safeguard.  That  act  was  intended  to  secure  to  the  public 
the  enjoyment  of  the  pre-existing  right  to  reasonable  rates 
upon  interstate  commerce,  and  to  defend  the  public  against 
the  evils  resulting  from  unjust  discrimination  on  behalf  of 
&vored  parties,  localities,  or  classes  of  business. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  court  are  found  citations  from  the 
reports  of  the  interstate  commission  in  which  are  depicted 
the  evils  that  are  occasioned  to  the  railway  companies  and 
the  public  by  warfares  over  rate  charges,  and  the  advantages 
that  are  gained  in  many  directions  by  proper  conference  and 
concert  of  action  among  the  competing  lines.  It  may  be 
entirely  true  that,  as  we  proceed  in  the  development  of  the 
policy  of  public  control  over  railway  traffic,  methods  will  be 
devised  and  put  in  operation  by  legislative  enactment  where- 
by railway  companies  and  the  public  may  be  protected  against 
the  evils  arising  from  unrestricted  competition  and  from 
rate  wars  which  unsettle  the  business  of  the  community,  but 
I  fail  to  perceive  the  force  of  the  argument  that,  because 
railway  companies,  through  their  own  action,  cause  evils 
to  themselves  and  the  public  by  sudden  changes  or  reductions 
in  tariff  rates,  they  must  be  permitted  to  deprive  the  commu- 
nity of  the  benefit  of  competition  in  securing  reasonable 
rates  for  the  transportation  of  the  products  of  the  country. 
Competition,  free  and  unrestricted,  is  the  general  rule  which 
governs  all  the  ordinary  business  pursuits  and  transactions 
of  life.  Evils,  as  well  as  benefits,  result  therefrom.  In  the 
fierce  heat  of  competition  the  stronger  competitor  may  crush 
out  the  weaker.  Fluctuations  in  prices  may  be  caused  that 
result  in  wreck  and  disaster,  yet,  balancing  the  benefits  as 
against  the  evils,  the  law  of  competition  remains  as  a  con- 
trolling element  in  the  business  world.  That  free  and  un- 
restricted competition  in  the  matter  of  railroad  charges  may 
be  productive  of  evils  does  not  militate  against  the  fact 
that  such  is  the  law  now  governing  the  subject  No  law  can 
be  enacted  nor  system  be  devised  for  the  control  of  human 
affairs  that  in  its  enforcement  does  not  produce  some  evil 
results,  no  matter  how  beneficial  its  general  purpose  may  be. 
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There  are  benefits  and  there  are  evils  which  result  from  the 
operation  of  the  law  of  free  competition  between  railway 
companies.  The  time  may  come  when  the  companies  will  be 
relieved  from  the  operation  of  this  law,  but  they  cannot,  by 
combination  and  agreements  among  themselves,  bring  about 
this  change.  The  fact  that  the  provisions  of  the  interstate 
commerce  act  may  have  changed  in  many  respects  the  con- 
duct of  the  companies  in  the  carrying  on  of  the  public  busi- 
[96]  ness  they  are  engaged  in,  does  not  show  that  it  was  the 
intent  of  congress  in  the  enactment  of  that  statute  to  clothe 
railway  companies  with  the  right  to  combine  together  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  effects  of  competition  on  the 
subject  of  rates. 

There  are  three  general  methods  by  which  these  rates  may 
be  established.  It  may  be  done  by  direct  legislative  enact- 
ment, (whereby  either  fixed  rates  or  a  maximum  or  mimi- 
mum  limit  are  enacted  by  the  statute  or  by  provisions  for 
the  adoption  of  rates  by  a  commission,)  or  the  rates  may 
be  adopted  by  the  independent  action  of  each  company,  act- 
ing under  the  spur  of  self-interest,  and  controlled  by  the 
effect  of  free  ccHnpetition,  or  the  rates  may  be  fixed  by  means 
of  agreements  or  combinations  between  the  rival  lines  of  rail- 
way, whereby  each  contracting  company  is  bound  to  charge 
the  rate  thus  fixed  and  agreed  upon.  Congress  has  not  yet 
undertaken  to  establish  a  standard  of  rates,  either  directly 
or  through  the  action  of  a  commission  or  the  equivalent. 
Neither,  in  my  judgment,  has  congress,  in  enacting  the  inter- 
state commerce  statute  and  the  amendments  thereto,  ccm- 
ferred  upon  the  railways  the  right  to  enter  into  combina- 
tions for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  members  to  charge 
the  rates  fixed  by  a  committee  of  the  association,  in  whose 
deliberations  the  public  have  no  part,  and  the  avowed  pur- 
pose of  which  is  to  evade  the  operations  of  the  law  of  onn- 
petition,  which  is  as  yet  the  only  safeguard  upon  which  the 
public  can  rely  for  the  securing  of  the  adoption  of  reasonable 
charges  upon  interstate  traffic.  I  had  always  supposed  that 
the  enactment  of  the  interstate  commerce  statute  was  the 
result  of  a  popular  demand,  which  insisted  upon  relief  being 
given  to  the  community  as  against  the  methods  pursued  by 
the  railway  companies  which,  in  some  particulars  at  least, 
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were  deemed  to  be  inimical  to  the  public  interests.  Looking 
at  the  causes  which  brought  about  the  enactment  of  this  stat- 
ute, and  the  evils  at  which  it  was  aimed,  it  does  seem  clear 
that  it  is  wholly  wrested  from  its  purpose  when  it  is  held 
that  it  creates  numerous  radical  and  effective  changes  in  the 
public  policy  of  the  nation  touching  competition  between 
railroad  companies  engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  For  the 
better  protection  of  the  rights  of  the  public,  and  to  sweep 
away  the  system  of  discriminations  in  favor  of  localities, 
individuals,  or  classes  of  business  which  had  come  into  vogue, 
the  interstate  commerce  act  was  intended  to  introduce  rad- 
ical changes  in  railway  methods,  but  it  never  was  intended 
to  curtail  the  rights  of  the  public  and  enlarge  those  of  the 
railway  corporations  in  any  substantial  particular.  The 
argument  of  the  majority  is  that,  even  if  it  were  admitted 
that  under  common-law  principles  all  contracts  or  combi- 
nations between  public  common  carriers  for  the  establish- 
ment of  rates  would  be  held  to  be  contrary  to  public  policy, 
nevertheless  the  enactment  of  the  interstate  commerce  act 
revolutionized  the  law  in  this  particular,  and  authorized  rail- 
way coiApanies  to  enter  into  combinations  for  the  purpose 
of  establishing  reasonable  restrictions  upon  the  freedom  of 
interstate  commerce. 

Reading  that  act  in  the  light  of  the  causes  leading  to  its 
enact-  [96]  ment,  I  cannot  find  in  any  of  its  provisions 
foundation  for  the  theory  that  it  was  intended  to  confer  upon 
railway  companies  the  right  to  enter  into  combinations 
which,  under  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  would  be 
illegal,  because  contrary  to  public  policy.  The  reasoning 
of  the  court  is  to  the  effect  that  '^  the  interstate  commerce 
law  imposes  several  important  restrictions  upon  the  right  of 
railway  companies  to  do  as  they  please  in  the  matter  of 
making  and  altering  rates,  and  congress  has  thereby  ex- 
pressed its  conviction  that  absolutely  free  competition  be- 
tween carriers  is  not  at  the  present  time  conducive  to  the 
public  welfare,  and  that  other  things  are  more  essential  to 
the  public  good." 

I  do  not  quarrel  with  the  proposition  that  the  interstate 
commerce  act  imposes  important  restrictions,  (not  upon  the 
right,  however,)  but  upon  the  practice  of  railway  companies 
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to  do  as  they  please  in  the  matter  of  making  and  altering 
rates.  But  how  does  that  fact  tend  to  show  that  the  act 
places  restrictions  upon  the  rights  of  the  public?  The  con- 
gress of  the  United  States  may  place  restrictions  upon  the 
rights  of  the  railway  companies  and  upon  the  rights  of  the 
public,  but  the  fact  that  congress  may  enact  laws  which  are 
intended  to  change  the  methods  pursued  by  the  companies 
in  certain  particulars  does  not  necessarily  restrict  the  rights 
of  the  public.  But  if  it  be  admitted  that  by  some  possible 
mode  of  construing  the  interstate  commerce  act,  and  the 
action  of  the  commission  created  thereby,  it  can  be  held  that 
under  its  provisions  the  railway  companies  became  clothed 
with  the  right  to  combine  together,  and  by  mutual  agreement 
to  create  restrictions  upon  the  freedom  of  interstate  com- 
merce, so  long  as  the  same  are  reasonable, — ^which  is  the  posi- 
tion of  the  court, — ^then  would  it  not  follow  that  the  right 
thus  created  by  the  interstate  commerce  act  is  abrogated  by 
the  later  enactment  found  in  the  anti-trust  act,  which  ex- 
pressly declares,  not  that  unreasonable  contracts,  combina- 
tions, or  restrictions  are  illegal,  but  that  every  contract, 
combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  cdhspiracy 
in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  is 
illegal?  The  statute  declares  that  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce,  all  restraints,  every  restraint  of  such  trade  and 
commerce  brought  about  by  ccmtracts,  combinations  in  the 
form  of  trusts  or  otherwise,  or  by  conspiracy,  are  illegal. 
The  statutory  declaration  in  effect  is  that  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  are  to  remain  free  from  restriction.  The 
declaration  of  the  court  is,  in  effect,  that  railway  companies 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce  may  place  restrictions  upon 
such  commerce;  that  the  right  so  to  do,  if  not  eidsting  under 
the  common  law,  is  conferred  upon  railway  companies  by 
the  provisions  of  the  interstate  commerce  act;  that  such  re- 
strictions cannot  be  held  to  be  illegal  unless  it  is  shown  that 
they  are  imreasonable,  and  the  presumption  is  in  favor  of 
their  reasonableness  and  consequent  legality.  I  cannot  be- 
lieve that  such  is  the  meaning  of  the  interstate  commerce  and 
the  anti-trust  acts.  When  the  latter  act  was  adopted,  it  had 
been  declared  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  Stat^  to 
be  the  law  that,  with  regard  to  the  classes  of  business  that 
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are  of  a  public  nature,  and  are  carried  on  to  meet  a  public 
necessity,  contracts  im-  [97]  posing  restraints  thereon,  how- 
ever partial,  cannot  be  sustained,  because  in  contravention 
of  public  policy.  It  cannot  be  successfully  questioned  that 
railway  companies  engaged  in  interstate  trade  and  com- 
merce are  carrying  (m  a  business  of  such  a  public  char- 
acter as  of  necessity  places  it  in  the  class  declared  by 
the  supreme  court  to  be  of  such  a  nature  that  no 
restraint  thereof,  however  partial,  is  permissible.  It  is  a 
familiar  principle  that  statutes  are  to  be  construed  with 
reference  to  and  in  the  light  of  the  law  existing  at  the  date 
of  their  enactment  Thus  reading  the  anti-trust  act,  is  not 
the  first  section  thereof  intended  to  clearly  enunciate  in 
statutory  form  the  principle  already  declared  to  be  the  law 
by  the  supreme  court?  The  interstate  commerce  and  anti- 
trust acts  were  passed  for  the  protection  of  the  interests  and 
enforcement  of  the  rights  of  the  public.  The  view  taken 
thereof  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  results  in  curtailing  the 
rights  of  the  public  and  in  enlarging  the  powers  of  railway 
companies.  If  the  law  be  as  is  therein  declared,  then  these 
public  corporations,  engaged  in  carrying  on  the  public  duty 
of  constructing  and  operating  the  public  highways,  over 
which,  of  necessity,  nearly  the  entire  traffic  of  the  country 
must  be  carried,  are  at  liberty  to  combine  together  and  deter- 
mine in  secret  conclave  the  rates  they  will  demand  from  the 
public  for  the  services  rendered,  and  enforce  the  imposition 
of  the  schedules  thus  fixed  by  penalties  assessed  against  any 
party  to  the  combination  which  may  vary  from  the  agreed 
schedule,  and  the  individual  citizen  has  no  relief  against 
rates  thus  fixed,  unless  he  can  satisfy  some  court  or  jury  that 
the  rate  charged  is  unreasonable. 

It  is  admitted  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  contract 
in  question  has  some  tendency  to  check  competition  in  rates, 
but  it  is  said  the  restraint  is  dight,  and  therefore  lawful.  If 
the  natural  tendency  is  to  check  competition  in  the  matter 
of  rates,  and  to  place  a  restraint,  though  but  slight,  upon  the 
freedom  of  interstate  traffic,  what  tribunal  is  to  determine 
when  the  proper  boundary  has  been  passed,  and  by  what 
standard  is  the  lawfulness  of  the  restraint  to  be  measured! 
The  legal  consequence  of  the  position  of  the  court  is  that 
10670^—8.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 16 
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railway  companies,  by  combinatioiis  between  themselves,  may 
fix  the  schedule  of  rates  to  be  charged  the  public^  and  may 
bind  themselves  under  penalties  not  to  depart  from  the  rates 
thus  agreed  upon,  and  the  citizen  is  bound  to  pay  the  tariff 
thus  established,  unless  he  can  satisfy  a  court  that  the  sum 
charged  is  unreasonable.  It  may  sound  well  to  say  that  the 
courts  are  open  to  the  citizen,  and  that  they  will  afford  him 
protection  against  the  exaction  of  imreasonable  rates,  but  we 
know  that  the  supposed  remedy  would  only  aggravate  the 
original  wrong.  It  is  said  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  that 
there  is  nothing  in  the  contract  described  in  the  bill  which 
indicates  any  purpose  or  attempt  to  obtain  a  monopoly  of 
the  trade  of  the  region  traversed  by  the  defendant  corpora- 
tions; that  the  systems  of  the  Great  Northern,  the  Northern 
Pacific,  the  Southern  Pacific,  and  Te2:as  Pacific  Railway 
Companies  are  operated  in  the  region  subject  to  the  regula- 
tions of  the  defendant  association,  but  they  are  not  members 
of  it,  and  therefore  the  defendant  companies  cannot  monopo- 
lize the  entire  trafiic  of  the  region.  The  great  [98]  majority 
of  the  patrons  of  the  several  lines  of  railway  represented  in 
the  association  in  question  do  not  live  at  competitive  points. 
As  to  each  of  them  the  line  of  railway  nearest  to  them  has,  of 
necessity,  an  absolute  monopoly  of  the  carrying  trade  belong- 
ing to  the  business  in  which  they  are  engaged.  Of  what  ad- 
vantage to  a  farmer,  a  merchant,  or  a  manufacturer  doing 
business  at  or  adjacent  to  a  station  upon  a  given  line  of  rail- 
way is  the  fact  that  20  or  50  or  500  miles  from  his  place  of 
business  there  is  another  railway  line?  The  distance  is  so 
great,  and  the  cost  of  reaching  the  same  is  so  great,  that  he  is 
practically  debarred  from  making  use  of  the  same,  and  he  has 
no  choice  in  the  matter.  Parties  doing  business  at  competitive 
points  may  have  free  choice,  and  as  to  them  it  may  be  true  that 
neither  competing  line  has  a  monopoly  of  the  business  trans- 
acted at  places  where  competition,  being  free  and  unrestricted, 
may  work  out  its  legitimate  results,  but  this  is  not  true  of 
persons  engaged  in  business  at  noncompetitive  points.  As  to 
them,  the  control  of  the  railway  company  adjacent  to  them 
is  practically  absolute.  Of  necessity,  in  such  case  the  railway 
company  has  a  complete  monopoly  of  the  entire  transporta- 
tion traffic  of  the  region  in  which  there  is  in  &ct  no  compet- 
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ing  line.  A^punst  tbt  tml  tandeneMs  of  tius  numogoly,  pro- 
tection is  aftnrdod  to  the  citizen  by  saeaxia^  irao  aad  un- 
restraknd  coaipetition  between  the  lines  of  rftilwaji  at  the 
several  points  or  localities  where  they  in  fact  oone  ifito 
active  competition,  and,  reasonable  rates  having  thus  been 
seei»ed  at  these  points,  we  have  a  standard  estaUiehad  1^ 
wUdi  it  may  be  detenniaed  whether  the  rates  oha]:ged  from 
intermediate  nancompetiMve  points  aire  reeeonabJe  or  not, 
and  ttie  provisioBs  of  the  interstate  commerce  act  forhiddiof 
a  gMftter  cha<»ge  for  a  shorter  than  a  longer  haul  under  aimi- 
lap  ciKeumstoncee  may  be  invoked  to  secure  a  proper  pro- 
portionate velatiaQ  between  the  rates  at  competitive  and  non- 
competitive point&  If,  however,  the  railway  companies  may 
combine  tc^^her  to  fix  the  rates  to  be  charg^  at  competitive 
points,  thus  eliminating  the  effect  oi  free  competiti^  how 
fares  k  with  the  citizens  residing  at  the  noncompetitive 
pmnt  ?  By  the  very  necessities  of  his  location  he  is  debarred 
frcmi  choosing  the  line  of  railway  he  will  patronize.  He  is 
compelled  to  avail  himself  of  the  facilities  afforded  by  the 
line  nearest  him.  The  railway  therefore  has  the  absolute 
monopoly  ol  the  transportation  pertaining  to  the  business  of 
the  Citizen.  It  likewise  has  the  exclusive  control  of  Ae  rates 
to  be  charged;  aad  if  the  company,  by  contracts  and  oombi- 
nations  with  the  other  lines  of  railway  operating  in  the  same 
region,  may  free  itself  from  the  restrictions  afforded  by  free 
competition,  what  is  lacking  to  constitute  a  complete  and 
absolute  monopoly  of  the  transportation  business  thus  de- 
pendent upon  the  givm  line  of  railway!  The  direct  and 
neoessaxy  consequence  of  the  contract  entered  into  \qf  the 
defendant  cimipanies  is  to  create  and  perfect  an  absolute 
monopoly  in  eadi  of  the  contracting  parties  over  that  part  of 
the  business  carried  over  their  respective  lines  which  oomes 
from  tliat  portion  of  the  territory  ia  which  there  is  net  in 
active  operation  a  competing  line;  and,  even  as  to  negions 
which  are  so  situated  that  competition  might  be  had  in  the 
abseoee  [99]  of  ccmtracts  preventing  the  effeets  thereof,  a 
like  monopofy  »  created  by  the  contract  entered  ii^  by  the 
defendant  companies. 
In  the  matter  of  rates,  competitive  points  are  those  where 
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the  transportation  business  of  the  locality  is  sought  by  two 
or  more  omipeting  lines.  In  the  case  of  ^es  of  property  at 
public  auction,  it  is  the  rule  that  combinations  among  pro- 
posed purchasers,  whereby  it  is  agreed  that  they  will  not  bid 
against  one  another,  but  the  property  shall  be  bid  off  at  an 
agreed  price  for  the  common  benefit  of  all  the  contracting 
parties,  are  illegal,  and  a  sale  thus  made  is  voidable,  because 
all  fair  competition  is  prevented  by  such  combination.  If 
the  competitors  for  the  transportation  business  of  a  given 
locality  agree  that  there  shall  be  no  competition  between 
them  on  the  subject  of  rates  to  be  charged,  does  not  the  same 
evil  result?  In  the  one  case  it  is  sought  to  deprive  the  owner 
of  his  property,  without  paying  to  him  the  fair  value  that 
would  probably  be  bid  in  case  competition  was  not  stifled  by 
the  agreement  between  the  purchasers.  In  the  other  the  citi- 
zen is  subjected  to  the  payment  of  charges  which  are  not  the 
result  of  free  competition,  but  are  the  result  of  OHnbinationa 
and  mutual  agreements,  entered  into  for  the  express  purpose 
of  eliminating  competition  as  an  element  in  the  determina- 
tion of  the  rate  to  be  charged.  Thus  points  and  localities 
which  are  competitive  so  long  as  there  is  active  rivalry  be- 
tween the  railway  lines  seeking  the  business  of  the  region 
cease  to  be  such  when  the  rival  lines  combine  and  become,  in 
effect,  but  one  upon  the  subject  of  the  charges  to  be  demanded 
of  the  citizens.  In  such  event  the  citizen  becomes  subject  to 
a  monopoly  as  complete  and  absolute  as  though  there  was  but 
a  single  line  of  railway  within  his  reach.  Thus  is  found  in 
the  contract  and  combination  entered  into  by  the  defendant 
companies  elements  which  directly  tend  to  the  establishment 
of  a  monopoly,  complete  and  absolute,  over  the  transporta- 
tion traffic  in  the  region  traversed  by  the  lines  of  the  defend- 
ant companies,  due  to  the  undeniable  fact  that  the  price 
charged  for  the  transportation  of  the  property  of  the  commu- 
nity exercises  a  controlling  influence  over  the  question  of  the 
success  or  failure  of  tiie  various  business  pursuits  and  avoca- 
tions upon  which  the  citizens  are  dependent  for  a  livelihood, 
and,  moreover,  it  directiy  affects  and  controls  the  cost  to  the 
public  of  all  the  necessaries  of  life. 

The  declaration  found  in  article  I  of  the  contract  shows 
upon  its  face  the  main  purpose  of  the  combination,  it  being 
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therein  recited  that  ^^  the  traffic  to  be  included  in  the  Trans- 
Missouri  Freight  Association  shall  be  as  follows:  (1)  All 
traffic  competitive  between  any  two  or  more  members  hereof 
passing  between  points  in  the  following  described  territory," 
etc.  Does  not  this  clearly  show  that  the  main  purpose  of  the 
contracting  parties  is  to  deal  with  that  traffic  which,  in  the 
absence  of  combinations  between  the  railway  companies, 
would  be  controlled  by  the  results  of  competition,  and  to  deal 
with  it  in  such  manner  that  it  will  cease  to  be  c(Hnpetitive 
traffic  and  become  the  subject  of  combinations  and  agree- 
ments wherd>y  the  rates  to  be  charged — ^which  is  the  essential 
ele-  [100]  ment  in  which  the  public  has  a  vital  interest — 
is  removed  from  the  protection  derivable  from  free  and  un- 
restrained competition,  and  is  left  to  the  determination  of 
committees  appointed  by  the  railway  companies,  whose  ac- 
tion is  binding  upon  the  members  of  the  association,  and 
against  which  the  individual  citizen  is  without  adequate 
remedy,  no  matter  how  unjust  the  rate  fixed  by  the  committee 
may  in  fact  be! 

Another  feature  observable  on  the  face  of  this  contract  is 
that  by  the  exceptions  contained  in  article  I  the  traffic  be- 
tween many  points  and  in  some  classes  of  freight  are  ex- 
cepted out  from  the  operation  of  the  agreement,  and  thus  it 
appears  that  it  is  the  express  purpose  of  the  defendant  com- 
panies to  carry  on  part  of  their  business  subject  to  the  re- 
sults flowing  from  combinations  between  the  carriers,  and 
other  portions  are  not  to  be  affected  thereby.  Is  it  not  the 
natural  result  that  the  public  will  be  subjected  to  different 
burdens,  and  that  differences  in  rates  will  be  charged,  which 
in  effect  will  result  in  discriminations  for  or  against  par- 
ticular localities?  But  I  shall  not  dwell  upon  this  and  other 
points  of  minor  importance.  As  I  view  the  subject,  the 
inherent  and  fatal  vice  existing  in  the  combination  and 
agreement  entered  into  between  the  defendant  railway  com- 
panies is  found  in  the  fact,  patent  upon  the  face  of  the  con- 
tract, that  it  is  the  main  purpose  of  the  contracting  parties 
to  stifle  competition  in  the  matter  of  rates  to  be  charged  the 
public.  The  illegality  of  such  purpose  is  not  dependent 
upon  the  extent  of  the  restraint  placed  upon  the  freedom  of 
the  public  business,  but  upon  the  fact  that  the  avowed  in- 
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tei^  k  to  pkoe  a  T&Bbrmnt^  whetiber  sligbt  or  great,  upon  a 
dass  of  bosiiiefis  which  is  inherently  and  always  of  a  public 
natoce,  jmd  toudiii^  which  the  declaration  of  the  law,  both 
common  and  statutory,  is  that  it  must  remain  wholly  £ree 
and  uns«6triGted.  If  the  protection  afforded  t^  fair  and 
free  competitien  can  be  evaded  and  nullified  by  means  of 
combinations  sadi  as  are  contemplated  and  provided  for  in 
the  contract  entered  into  by  the  defendants  in  this  case,  then 
the  onfy  safeguard  against  unreasonable  rates  will  be  stricken 
down,  and  thus  interstate  commerce  will  be  subjected  to  the 
restraints  and  injuries  flowing  from  the  imposition  of  tariff 
rates  agreed  upon  by  the  companies,  but  in  the  establishment 
of  wjooh  the  public  has  no  direct  control  through  legislation, 
nor  <&eot  inflnenoe  through  the  effect  of  free  competition. 

In  iBBf  judgment,  the  right  to  insist  upon  free  competition 
between  railway  companies  engaged  in  carrsdng  on  inter- 
state ^omimroe  is  a  right  which  belongs  to  the  public,  of 
wfaidi  it  cannot  be  deprived  except  by  its  own  consent,  and 
every  contract  or  combination  between  these  public  corpora- 
tions  i««duch  tends  to  remove  the  business  carried  on  by  them 
from  the  influence  of  free  competition  tends  to  deprive  the 
public  ci  this  right,  of  necessity  tends  to  subject  interstate 
commerce  to  burdens  which  are  a  restraint  thereon,  is  in- 
imical to  the  public  welfare,  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
in  contravention  of  both  the  language  and  spirit  of  the  anti- 
trust «ot  of  July  2, 1890. 


[»01  UNITED  STATES  v.  PATTERSON  ET  AL .• 

(Olrcult  Oeurt,  D.  MaflsachuBetts.    June  1,  1893.) 

[69  Fed..  280.1 

iNinoiMSNT — DsMUKBER — SUBPI.UBAGE. — Surplusa^e  in  an  indictment 
cannot  be  reached  by  demurrer  of  any  character;  but,  if  it  be  as- 
snmed  that  a  special  demurrer  will  lie,  It  must  point  out  the  specific 
language  objected  to,  and  not  require  counsel  and  the  court  to  seach 
throogli  the  indictment  for  what  is  claimed  as  demurrable.^ 

8i4MB-<kmSPIBA0T  TO  MONOPOLIZE  INTEBSTATK  Ck)MUEBaB— AOT   JULT 

•  Judgment  on  demurrer  (55  Fed.,  005).    8ee  p.  188. 
>  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1894,  by  West  Publishing  Ck>. 
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2,  1800 — ^An  indictment  for  conspiracy  to  monopoliie  interstate 
commerce  in  cash  registers  need  not  negative  tlie  ownersliip  of  pat- 
ents by  defendants,  or  aver  that  the  commerce  pr(^;K)eed  to  be  carried 
on  Is  a  lawful  one. 

iSamb— Averments. — It  is  unnecessary  to  set  out  in  detail  the  opera- 
tions supposed  to  constitute  interstate  commerce,  and  in  this  respect 
it  is  sufficient  to  use  the  language  of  the  statute. 

Samb. — ^It  is  unnecessary  to  allege  the  existence  of  a  commerce  which 
defendants  conspire  to  monopolize,  as  the  statute  does  not  dtetlh- 
guish  between  strangling  a  commerce  which  has  been  born,  and  pre- 
venting the  birth  of  a  commerce  which  does  not  exist 

Same. — ^The  indictment  need  not  show  that  the  purpose  of  the  con- 
spiracy was  to  grasp  the  commerce  into  the  hands  of  one  of  the 
defendants,  or  that  ttef^idants  were  interested  in  behalf  of  the  party 
for  whose  benefit  tbey  conspired,  or  what  were  their  relations  to 
snch  party. 

At  Law.  Indiotment  of  John  H.  Patterson  and  others  for 
oonspiracy  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  cash  regis- 
ters, in  violation  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890. 

Elihu  Root  and  F.  D.  Allen^  for  the  United  States. 

H,  W.  Chaplin^  for  defendants. 

PuTWAM,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  case  was  heard  on  general  demurrer,  February  28, 
1893,  during  the  October  term,  1892.  56  Fed.  605.  The 
demurrer  was  overruled  as  to  counts  4,  9, 14,  and  18,  and  as  to 
all  other  counts  the  demurrer  was  sustained,  and  the  coimts 
quashed,  and  the  defendants  were  given  leave  to  file  special 
demurrers  to  the  count  sustained;  and,  March  7,  1893,  a 
so-called  special  [2S1]  demurrer  was  filed,  within  the  time 
allowed  therefor.  This  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
court,  and  heard  during  the  same  term,  May  6, 1893. 

In  the  opinion  handed  down  February  28th,  the  following 
occurred: 

''The  allegations  of  what  was  done  in  pursuance  of  the  alleged 
conspiracy  are,  under  this  particular  statute,  irrelevant." 

Again: 

*  That  the  means  [intending  the  means  by  which  the  market  was  to 
be  engrossed  or  monopolized]  are  alleged  with  reasonable  precision  in 
the  remaining  counts  appears  from  the  practical  application  of  the 
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rales  of  pleading  appropriate  to  this  case  made  in  U.  8.  t.  WaddeUy 
112  U.  S.  76,  5  Sup.  Ct  35.  Some  of  the  allegations  in  each  count  may 
be  insufficient,  but  these  are  only  surplusage." 

Notwithstanding  this  surplusage,  there  was  sufficient  in 
each  of  the  four  counts  which  the  court  sustained  to  render 
them  valid;  and  the  surplusage  is  largely  of  such  a  charac- 
ter that  it  is  entirely  disconnected  from  the  essential  allega- 
tions, and  may  be  disregarded  at  the  triaL  The  pleadings, 
however,  are  very  voluminous,  and  there  may  be  difficulty  in 
sifting  out  the  insufficient  allegations,  especially  those  touch-' 
ing  the  "  means  "  referred  to,  from  those  which  are  sufficient, 
and  in  determining  what  is  thus  to  be  regarded  as  surplus- 
age; and,  as  to  this,  there  may  prove  to  be  at  the  trial  differ- 
ences of  opinion  between  the  counsel  for  the  United  States, 
the  counsel  for  defendants,  and  the  court.  As  the  indict- 
ment runs  against  many  parties,  scattered  through  several 
states,  at  remote  distances  from  each  other  and  from  the 
place  of  trial,  and  as  its  subject-matter  is  complex,  and  in- 
volves a  great  number  of  transactions,  it  appeared  to  the 
court  that  the  trial,  at  the  best,  would  be  burdensome  and  ex- 
pensive, both  for  the  United  States  and  the  accused,  and  that 
on  this  account  it  was  important  to  minimize  this  by  settling 
in  advance,  if  it  could  be  done,  what  should  be  held  to  be  sur- 
plusage. The  court  was  well  aware  that  what  are  ordinarily 
spoken  of  as  special  demurrers  find  their  origin  in  the 
statutes  27  Eliz.  and  4  &  5  Anne,  and  have  been  held  to  be 
limited  to  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  civil  suits;  but  it  had 
in  thought  that,  independently  af  these  special  demurrers  by 
statute,  there  was  at  common  law  a  special  demurrer  lying 
against  surplusage,  which  reached  also  indictments  and  crim- 
inal informations.  Such  the  court  understands  to  be  the 
statement  of  the  law  in  Chit.  PL  (7th  Eng.  Ed.)  258.  The 
court  had  no  intention  that  the  questions  which  had  been 
fully  raised  and  carefully  argued  imder  the  general  demurrer 
should  again  be  brought  to  its  attention,  and  no  other  inten- 
tion than  that  of  assisting  in  simplifying  the  course  of  the 
trial  as  above  explained.  The  court  is,  however,  now  forced 
to  the  conclusion  that  surplusage  in  indictments  cannot  be 
reached  by  d^nurrer  of  any  character.  Such  is  positively  laid 
down  ns  the  law  in  Steph.  PI.  (8d  Amer.  Ed.)  365;  Heard, 
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(Mm.  PL  140,  271;  and  is  also  stated  by  Lord  Cranworth 
in  Mulcaky  v.  Reg.^  L.  R.  8  H.  L.  806,  829.  If,  however, 
the  law  is  otherwise,  and  surplusage  and  irrelevant  matter  in 
indictments  may  be  [S82]  made  the  subject  of  a  special  or 
limited  demurrer,  what  has  been  filed  by  the  defendants  in 
this  case,  imder  leave  granted  February  28th,  would  be  suflS- 
cient,  because  it  is  expressed  in  general  terms,  and  requires 
the  counsel  for  the  United  States  and  the  court  to  search 
through  the  indictment  for  what  is  claimed  to  be  demurrable, 
when,  by  all  the  rules  of  pleading,  it  o\ight  to  set  out  the 
specific  language  objected  to,  and  ask  the  ruling  of  the  court 
on  that  alone.  The  reason  touching  this  proposition  stated 
in  Story,  Eq.  PL  §  457,  applies  everywhere.  Clearly  is  this 
so  in  this  case,  because  this  so-called  special  demurrer  is 
expressly  to  the  entire  4th,  9th,  14th,  and  18th  counts. 

It  seemed  to  the  court  that  there  must  be  some  way  by 
which,  as  a  matter  of  right,  parties  brought  in  on  a  complex 
and  voluminous  indictment  may  have  settled  in  advance  of 
the  trial  what  portions  of  it,  if  any,  are  surplusage.  .  It  has 
been  frequently  said — certainly  with  reference  to  civil  pro- 
ceedings— that  surplusage  might  be  rejected  on  summary  mo- 
tion, and  the  pleadings  left  to  stand  as  though  it  had  been 
struck  out  or  never  inserted.  Gould,  PL  (4th  Ed.  c.  8,  §  170; 
Chit  PL  (7th  Eng.  Ed.)  252;  and  many  other  authorities. 
It  has  also  been  understood  that  in  criminal  cases  it  might 
be  disposed  of  to  a  certain  extent  by  a  nolle  prosequi,  and 
that  this  would  apply  to  a  separable  part  of  any  one  count, 
as  well  as  to  the  whole  of  a  count,  or  to  an  entire  indictment 
Bish.  Crim.  Proa  (3d  Ed.)  §  1891.  The  general  expres- 
aons,  however,  of  the  opinion  in  Ex  parte  Bain^  121  U.  S. 
li  7  Sup.  Ct  781,  are  sufficient  to  cause  this  court  to  proceed 
no  further  with  these  suggestions,  unless  the  subject  of 
them  is  formally  brought  to  its  attention  and  counsel  are 
duly  heard. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  the  court  is  compelled  to  conclude 
that  the  permission  which  it  gave  to  defendants  to  file  a 
special  demurrer  was  perhaps  inadvertent,  and  certainly  has 
proved  ineffectual  for  the  purposes  which  the  court  had  in 
mind.  The  coimsel  for  the  defendants,  however,  have  availed 
themselves  of  this  permission  to  reargue  several  of  the  propo- 
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sitions  submitted  at  the  hearing  on  the  general  demurrer, 
apparently  insisting  that  they  were  overlooked  by  the  court, 
because  not  noticed  in  its  opinion  passed  down  February 
28th ;  and  they  also  present  at  least  one  additional  proposi- 
tion. Many  points  were  raised  on  demurrer  by  counsel  for 
the  defense,  some  of  them  of  great  importance,  and  some  of 
a  minor  character;  so  that  a  full  exposition  of  the  views  of 
the  court  touching  every  question  which  was  presented, 
would  have  resulted  in  an  opinion  too  lengthy  to  be  excusable 
as  coming  from  a  tribunal  for  whose  errors  there  is  ample 
remedy  by  appeal.  Therefore  the  court  touched  in  its  opin- 
ion only  the  salient  features  of  the  case.  Under  the  present 
circumstances,  however,  the  court  feels  called  on  to  notice 
briefly  some  of  the  points  which  have  been  pressed  anew  on 
its  consideration. 

The  claim  that  the  indictment  should  negative  the  owner- 
ship of  patents  by  the  defendants,  and  also  set  out  that  the 
commerce  carried  on,  or  proposed  to  be  carried  on,  by  the 
National  Cash-Begister  1288]  C!ompany,  was  a  lawful  one, 
and  perhaps  some  other  matters  of  that  character,  proceeds 
on  the  hypothesis  that  its  allegations  should  be  certain  to 
every  intent, — ^a  rule  which  applies  only  to  pleas  in  abate- 
ment. All  such  are  matters  of  defense,  not  to  be  anticipated 
by  the  prosecutor. 

The  claims  that  these  counts  left  it  for  the  prosecutor, 
and  not  for  the  court,  to  decide  whether  they  state  subject- 
matters  of  interstate  commerce,  and  also  that  it  is  necessary 
that  they  should  set  out  in  detail  the  operations  supposed 
to  constitute  interstate  commerce,  are  not  maintainable,  be- 
cause, so  far  as  this  feature  of  the  indictment  is  concerned, 
it  is  dearly  sufficient,  according  to  numerous  decisions  of 
the  supreme  court,  which  need  not  be  cited,  to  use  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute.  The  suggestion  of  the  court,  in  the 
opinion  passed  down  February  28th,  that  the  statute  is  not 
one  of  a  class  where  it  is  sufficient  to  declare  in  the  words  of 
the  enactment,  related  to  the  particular  proposition  then  un- 
der consideration. 

As  to  all  the  propositions  touching  the  existence  of  com- 
merce in  cash  registers,  or  knowledge,  or  want  of  allegation 
of  knowledge,  on  the  part  of  the  accused,  it  is  sufficient  to 
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say  that  those  ccmnts  which  do  aUege  the  existence  of  sach 
commeroe  also  allege  positively  knowledge  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants ;  and  those  which  do  not  all^e  such  existence 
are  sufficient,  because  neither  the  letter  of  the  statute  nor 
its  purpose  distinguishes  between  strangling  a  commerce 
whi(dihas  been  bom  and  fasn^enting  the  birth  of  a  commerce 
whidi  does  not  exist  On  this  peint,  also,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  it  is  sufficient  to  use  the  language  of  the  statute. 

Mudi  of  what  is  said  by  the  defendaiBts  about  judicial 
knowledge  toudiing  ca^  registers  and  patents  has  no  appli- 
cation to  common-law  proceedings,  eepeeially  on  the  criminal 
side  of  the  court,  and  the  court  will  not  tabe  time  to  enlarge 
upcii  this. 

The  suggestion  that  no  count  alleges  an  iiitent  to  injure 
or  defraud  the  public  by  raising  the  {nidce,  or  otherwise, 
relates  to  indictments  of  an  entirely  di-fferent  character  from 
this  at  bar,  and  to  conspiracies  which  are  illegal  in  their 
essence,  without  reference  to  the  means  adopted  to  acoom- 
pti^  their  purposes. 

As  to  the  pn^x)sition  that  the  National  Ca^-Register 
Ck>mpany  is  not  alleged  to  have  been  a  party  to  the  con- 
spiracy, the  court  went,  in  this  direction,  to  the  extreme 
limit  which  the  letter  of  the  law  would  pennit  It  sus- 
tained only  those  counts  which  alleged  a  combination  for 
the  purpose  of  engrossing,  mcmopolizing,  or  grasping  the 
trade  in  question,  and  rejected  all  those  counts  which  alleged 
only  an  intention  to  destroy  certain  ccnnpQtitors  named.  Be- 
yond that  the  court  purposely  left  its  opinion  in  an  indefinite 
form,  because  neither  the  letter  of  the  statute  nor  the  philoso- 
phy of  pleading  conspiracies  require  that  it  should  appear 
that  the  purpose  was  to  engross,  monopolize,  or  grasp  into 
the  hands  of  one  of  the  persmis  indicted,  or  that  the  de- 
fendants were  interested  in  behalf  of  the  party  for  whose 
benefit  they  combined  to  monopolize,  engross,  or  grasp,  or, 
indeed,  what  their  relations  were  to  that  party.  Even  if 
the  statute  should  finally  be  held  to  be  limited  to  combinations 
to  engross,  monopolize,  or  grasp  in  behalf  of  some  party  to  the 
[284]  combination,  yet  there  remains  the  well-known  rule 
of  law  that  it  is  unnecessary  to.  indict  all  the  persons  in- 
volved in  a  conspiracy.    Of  course,  the  court  would  have 
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felt  less  doubt  in  meeting  this  objection  if  it  had  been 
alleged  that  the  corporation  named  was  a  party  to  the  con- 
spiracy, or  if  the  relations  of  the  accused  to  it,  or  some 
other  matter  of  a  kindred  character,  had  been  set  out.  It 
may  be  that,  when  the  proofs  are  developed  at  the  trial, 
some  imforeseen  difficulty  will  arise,  which  need  not  now  be 
anticipated ;  but,  on  the  whole,  the  court  concluded  that  this 
objection  was  not  well  taken. 

In  order  that  the  defendants'  exceptions  may  be  undoubt- 
edly saved  at  this  term,  the  general  demurrer  having  been 
overruled  at  the  last,  and  that  the  defendants  may  be  able 
to  show  to  the  appellate  court  specifically  the  points  taken 
on  demurrer  in  this  court,  I  conclude  to  regard  the  so-called 
^'special  demurrer,"  in  connection  with  the  motion  filed 
March  17,  1893,  as  a  petition  for  a  rehearing,  and  the  cleric 
will  enter  the  following  order : 

Leave  to  the  defendants  to  file  special  demurrer  granted 
February  28,  1893,  annulled  as  inadvertent.  Petition  of  de- 
fendants for  rehearing  on  general  demurrer  granted.  Order 
overruling  demurrer  as  to  counts  4,  9,  14,  and  18,  entered 
February  28, 1893,  annulled.  Matters  set  out  in  the  so-called 
^'  special  demurrer  "  are,  by  leave  of  court,  assigned  as  ad- 
ditional causes  for  demurrer  under  the  general  demurrer. 
Counsel  for  the  defendants  and  for  the  United  States  heard 
anew  touching  demurrer  to  counts  4,  9,  14,  and  18.  De- 
murrer overruled  as  to  those  counts;  defendants  to  answer 
over,  as  provided  by  statute. 


[306]  UNITED  STATES  v.  E.  C.  KNIGHT  CO.  ET  AL.« 
(Circuit  Conrt,  B.  D.  Pennsylvania.    January  30, 1894.) 
[60  Fed.,  806.] 
MoNOPOLDBS — ^Interstate  Ck>MUEEGE — Suqab  Tbust. — ^Act  Gong.  July 
2, 1880,  declares  **  every  contract,  combination  in  tbe  form  of  a  trost 
or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy.  In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce 
among  tbe  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations"  illegal;    pro- 
hibits any  person  from  attempting  to  monopolize,  or  combining  or 
conspiring  with  any  other  person  to  monopolize,  any  part  of  the 

•  Affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Third  Circuit  (60  Fed., 
834).  See  p.  258.  Affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (156  U.  S.,  1). 
See  379. 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


UKITBD  STATES  V.  B.  C.  KKIOHT  00.  251 

Opinion  of  the  Gonrt 

trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  na- 
tions; and  Invests  the  circuit  courts  with  jurisdiction  to  restrain 
violations  of  the  act  Held,  that  a  combination  whose  object  is 
to  enable  a  single  company  to  monopolize  and  control  the  business 
of  refining  and  selling  sugar,  by  buying  up  all  competing  concerns 
in  the  United  States,  is  not  in  violation  of  this  statute;  for  it 
constitutes  no  restriction  upon,  or  monopoly  of,  commerce  between 
the  states,,  but,  at  most,  only  makes  it  possible  for  the  promoters 
mt  the  combination  to  restrict  or  monopolize  such  commerce,  should 
they  so  deslre.« 

EUery  P.  Ingham^  United  States  Attorney,  and  Robert 
Ralston^  Assistant  United  States  Attorney. 

John  O.  Johnson  and  R.  C.  McMurtrie^  for  def endanta 

Butler,  District  Judge. 

The  bill  charges,  in  substance,  as  follows: 

E.  C.  Knight  Company,  Spreckels'  Sugar  Refining  Com- 
pany, Franklin  Sugar  Refining  Company  and  the  Delaware 
Sugar  House,  were,  imtil  on  or  about  March  4,  1892,  inde- 
pendently engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  refined* 
sugar.  That  they  were  competitors  with  the  American  Sugar 
Refining  Company  and  with  one  another;  and  that  they 
were  engaged  in  trade  with  the  several  states  and  with  for- 
eign nations.  That  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company 
had,  prior  to  March  4,  1892,  obtained  the  control  of  all 
the  sugar  refineries  in  the  United  States,  with  the  exception 
of  the  Revere,  of  Boston,  and  the  refineries  of  the  said  four 
defendants.  That  th^  Revere  produced  annually  about  2 
per  cent.,  and  the  said  four  defendants  about  88  per  cent 
of  the  total  amount  of  sugar  refined  in  the  United  States. 
That  in  order  that  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company 
might  obtain  complete  control  of  the  production  and  price 
of  refined  sugar  in  the  United  States,  it  and  John  E.  Searles, 
Jr.,  acting  for  it,  entered  into  an  unlawful  and  fraudulent 
scheme  to  purchase  the  stock,  etc.,  of  the  said  four  defendants 
by  which  they  attempted  to  obtain  control  of  all  the  sugar 
refineries  in  tills  district  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the 
trade  thereof  among  the  other  states.    That  in  pursuance 

•  Syllabus  copyrightedt  1894,  by  West  Publishhig  Oow 
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of  this  scheme,  on  or  about  Aiarch  4^  1892,  John  E.  Searles, 
Jr.,  entered  into  a  contract  witii  the  def^idant  Knight  Com- 
pany and  individual  stockholders  named  for  the  purchase  of 
all  the  stock  of  the  said  company,  and  subsequently  delivered 
to  the  said  defendants  in  exchange  therefor  shares  of  the 
American  Sugar  Kefining  Company.  That  on  or  about  the 
same  [307]  time  the  said  Searles  entered  into  a  similar  con- 
tract with  the  Spreckels  Company  and  individual  stock- 
holders and  made  a  similar  contract  with  the  Franklin  Com- 
pany and  stockholders  and  with  the  Delaware  Sugar  House 
and  stockholders. 

The  bill  further  avers  that  the  American  Sugar  Refining 
Company  monopolizes  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  refined 
sugar  in  the  United  States  and  controls  the  price  of  sugar. 
That  in  making  the  said  contracts  the  said  Searles  and  the 
American  Sugar  Refining  Company  combined  and  conspired 
with  the  other  defendants  named  to  restrain  trade  and  com- 
merce in  refined  sugar  among  the  several  states  and  foreign 
nations.  That  the  said  contracts  were  made  with  intent  to 
enable  the  said  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  to 
'molM>poIize  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  refined  sugar  among 
the  several  states. 

The  material  facts  proved  are  that  the  American  Sugar 
Refining  Co.,  one  of  the  defendants,  is  incorporated  under 
the  laws  of  New  Jersey  and  has  authority  to  purchase,  refine, 
and  sell  sugar;  that  the  Franklin  Sugar  Refinery,  the  E.  C. 
Knight  Company,  the  Spreckels  Sugar  Refinery,  and  the 
Delaware  Sugar  House,  were  incorporated  under  the  laws 
of  Pennsylvania,  and  authorized  to  purchase,  refine  and  sell 
sugar;  that  the  four  latter  Pennsylvania  companies  were 
located  in  Philadelphia,  and  prior  to  March,  1892,  produced 
about  38  per  cent,  of  the  total  amount  of  sugar  refined  in 
the  United  States,  and  were  in  active  competition  with  the 
Ammcan  Sugar  Rafining  Company  and  with  each  other, 
selling  their  product  wherever  demand  was  found  for  it 
throughout  the  United  States;  that  prior  to  March,  1892, 
the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  had  obtained  con- 
trol of  all  refineries  in  the  United  States,  excepting  the  four 
located  in  Philadelphia,  and  tbat  of  the  Revere  Company 
in  Boston,  the  latter  producing  about  2  per  cent  of  the 
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amoimt  refined  in  this  country;  that  in  March,  1892,  the 
Ameridan  Sugar  Befining  Company  entered  into  contracts 
(on  different  dates)  with  the  stockholders  of  each  of  the 
Philadelphia  corporations  named,  whereby  it  purchased  their 
stock,  paying  therefor  by  transfers  of  stock  in  its  company ; 
that  the  American  Sugar  Eefining  Company  thus  obtained 
possession  of  the  Philadelphia  refineries  and  their  bvuaness; 
that  each  of  the  purchases  was  made  subject  to  the  American 
Sugar  Refining  Company  obtaining  authority  to  increase  its 
stock  $25,000,000;  that  this  assent  was  subsequently  obtained 
and  the  increase  made;  that  there  was  no  understanding  or 
concert  of  action  between  the  stockholders  of  the  several 
Philadelphia  companies  respecting  the  sales,  but  that  those 
of  each  company  acted  independently  of  those  of  the  others, 
and  in  i^orance  of  what  was  being  done  by  such  others; 
that  the  stockholders  of  each  company  acted  in  concert  with 
each  other,  understanding  and  intending  that  all  the  stock 
and  property  of  the  company  should  be  sold ;  that  the  con- 
tract of  sale  in  each  instance  left  the  sellers  free  to  establish 
other  refineries  and  continue  the  business  if  they  should  see 
fit  to  do  so,  and  contained  no  provision  respecting  trade  or 
commerce  in  sugar,  and  that  no  arrangement  or  provision  on 
this  subject  has  been  made  since;  that  since  the  purchase, 
the  Delaware  Sugar  House  Refinery  [308]  has  been  operated 
in  conjunction  with  the  Spreckels  Refinery,  and  the  E.  C. 
Knight  Refinery  in  connection  with  the  Franklin,  this  com- 
bination being  made  apparently  for  reasons  of  economy  in 
conducting  the  business;  that  the  amount  of  sugar  refined 
in  Philadelphia  has  been  increased  since  the  purchases ;  that 
the  price  has  been  slightly  advanced  since  that  event,  but  is 
still  lower  than  it  had  been  for  some  years  before,  and  up  to 
within  a  few  months  of  the  sales;  that  about  10  per  cent,  of 
the  sugar  refined  and  sold  in  the  United  States  is  r^ned 
in  other  refineries  than  those  controlled  by  the  American 
Sugar  Refining  Company;  that  some  additional  sugar  is 
produced  in  Louisiana  and  some  is  brought  from  Europe, 
but  the  amount  is  not  large  in  either  instance. 

The  object  in  purchasing  the  Philadelphia  refineries  was 
to  obtain  a  greater  inflnence  or  more  perfect  control  over  the 
business  of  refining  and  selling  sugar  in  this  coimtry. 
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Are  the  defendants^  acts,  as  above  shown,  prohibited  by 
the  statute  of  1890,  relating  to  trade  and  commeroef  The 
provisions  involved  are  as  follows : 

"  Section  1.  Every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegaL 
Bvery  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  In  any  sach 
combination  or  con^iracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding 
five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or 
by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

"  Sec  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize, or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to  mo- 
nopolize any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states, 
or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five 
thousand  dollars,  or,  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by 
both  said  punishments.  In  the  discretion  of  the  court 

"  Sec.  4.  The  several  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby 
Invested  with  Jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violation  of  this  act ; 
and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United 
States,  in  their  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of  the  attorney 
general,  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain  such 
violations.  Such  proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  petition  setting  forth 
the  case  and  praying  that  such  violations  shall  be  enjoined  or  other- 
wise prohibited.  When  the  parties  complained  of  shall  have  been  duly 
notified  of  such  petition  the  court  shall  proceed,  as  soon  as  may  be, 
to  the  hearing  and  determination  of  the  case ;  and  pending  such  peti- 
tion and  before  final  decree,  the  court  may  at  any  time  make  such  tem- 
porary restraining  order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be  deemed  Just  in  the 
premises." 

The  principal  questions  raised  are : 

First,  do  the  facts  show  a  contract,  combination  or  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  trade  or  commerce,  or  a  monopoly  within 
the  legal  signification  of  these  terms? 

Second,  do  they  show  such  contract,  combination  or  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  or  monopolize  trade  or  commerce  "  among 
the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations?  " 

Third,  can  the  relief  sought  be  had  in  this  proceeding? 

In  the  view  I  entertain  the  first  and  third  need  not  be  con- 
sidered. The  second  must  receive  a  negative  answer,  and  this 
will  dispose  of  the  controversy. 

[309]  The  federal  government  possesses  no  jurisdiction 
over  the  contracts,  business  or  property  of  individuals  within 
the  states — except  to  collect  revenue  for  its  support  Its 
powers  are  derived  exclusively  from  the  constitution.  It 
has  none  other  than  such  as  are  directly  or  impliedly  con- 
ferred by  that  instrument;   and  the  latter  contains  no  sug- 
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gestion  of  authority  to  inteimeddle  with  such  property 
rights.  By  the  eighth  section  of  article  first,  congress  is  em- 
powered "to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and 
among  the  several  states,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes."  In 
pursuance  of  this  power  the  statute  of  1890  was  enacted; 
and  as  the  terms  employed  show,  congress  was  duly  careful 
to  keep  within  the  limits  of  its  authority.  It  is  "  trade  and 
commerce  among  the  several  states  and  with  foreign  nations  " 
that  the  statutes  seek  to  guard  against  restraint  or  monopoly. 
The  contracts  and  acts  of  the  defendants  relate  exclusively 
to  the  acquisition  of  sugar  refineries  and  the  business  of 
sugar  refining,  in  Pennsylvania.  They  have  no  reference 
and  bear  no  relation  to  commerce  between  the  states  or  with 
foreign  nations.  Granting  therefore  that  a  monopoly  exists 
in  the  ownership  of  such  refineries  and  business,  (with  which 
the  laws  and  courts  of  the  state  may  deal,)  it  does  not  con- 
stitute a  restriction  or  monopoly  of  interstate  or  international 
commerce.  The  latter  is  untouched,  unrestrained  and  open 
to  all  who  choose  to  engage  in  it  The  plaintiff  contends, 
however,  that  such  monopoly  in  refineries  and  refining  in- 
cidentally secures  a  monopoly  of  commerce  among  the  states. 
This  position,  however,  is  unsound;  the  deduction  is  un- 
warranted. The  alleged  control  of  refining  does  not  of  itself 
secure  such  conunercial  monopoly ;  and  at  present  none  exists.* 
The  most  that  can  be  said  is  that  it  tends  to  such  a  result; 
that  it  might  possibly  enable  the  defendants  to  secure  it, 
diould  they  desire  to  do  so.  Whether  it  would  or  not  de- 
pfflids  on  their  ability  with  this  advantage  to  control  such 
commerce.  They  have  not  tested  this  ability  by  attempting 
to  control  it,  nor  shown  a  disposition  to  do  so.  They  sell 
their  product,  and  purchasers  may  use  it  in  such  commerce, 
or  otherwise  as  they  choose.  At  present  the  defendants 
neither  have,  nor  have  attempted  to  secure,  such  commercial 
monopoly.  As  before  stated,  if  they  have  a  monopoly  it  is 
in  refineries  and  refining,  alone — over  which  the  plaintiff 
has  no  jurisdiction.  If  they  should  retire  from  business, 
dose  their  refineries  or  devote  them  to  other  purposes,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  object  This  might  and  doubtless  would 
indirectly  produce  some  disturbance  of  or  interference  with 
such  commerce,  but  it  would  not  bring  the  defendants  or  their 
10870*»— S.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 17 
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property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  congress.  Numerous 
instances  might  be  cited,  where  contracts,  business  arrange- 
ments and  combinations  indirectly  affect  interstate  and  inter- 
national commerce  without  bringing  the  parties  to  them  or 
their  property  within  this  jurisdiction.  It  is  the  stream  of 
commerce  flowing  across  the  states,  and  between  them  and 
foreign  nations,  that  congress  is  authorized  to  regulate. 
To  prevent  direct  interference  with  or  disturbance  of  this 
flow  alone,  was  the  power  granted  to  the  federal  govern- 
ment Congress  has  therefore  no  authority  over  articles  of 
merchandise  or  their  owners,  or  contracts  or  combi-  [810] 
nations  respecting  them,  which  have  not  entered  into  this 
stream,  or  having  entered,  have  passed  out  It  may  prohibit 
and  punish  all  acts  which  ace  intended  and  directed  to  re- 
strain or  otherwise  interfere  with  or  disturb  such  commerce, 
but  it  can  go  no  further.  To  extend  its  authority  to  business 
transactions  which  have  no  direct  relaticm  to  this  commerce, 
but  which  may  incidentally  affect  it,  and  to  ownership  and 
rights  in  property  not  involved  in  such  commerce,  because 
it  may  possibly  become  so  involved,  would  be  unwarranted 
by  the  terms  of  the  constitutional  provision,  or  the  statute, — 
would  draw  within  the  jurisdiction  of  congress  most  of  the 
business  transactions  and  property  of  individuals  within  the 
states,  and  would  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  states  accord- 
ingly. A  large  proportion  of  the  contracts  which  men  enter 
into,  and  of  the  changes  which  they  make  in  their  business 
and  business  relations,  may  and  probably  do  affect  such  com- 
merce. The  diminution  or  increase  of  production  in  agri- 
culture or  manufactures,  changes  from  one  branch  of  busi- 
ness or  trade  to  another,  all  incidentally  tend  to  this  result 
State  legislation  prohibiting  or  restraining  the  manufacture 
or  sale  of  certain  articles  of  merchandise,  or  increasing  their 
cost  by  exacting  license  fees,  have  the  same  indirect  tendency. 
Such  legislative  restraint  of  the  manufacture  or  sale  of 
poisons  and  alcoholic  liquors,  and  even  the  increase  in  the 
cost  or  price  of  property  by  taxation,  could  only  be  sustained 
by  favor  of  the  federal  government,  in  a  different  view  of 
its  power. 

The  discussi<m  need  not  be  extended;  the  question  is  not 
new.    It  was  fully  considered  in  a  case  which  arose  under  the 
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sUtate — In  re  Oreeney  52  Fed.  104— -uid  the  opinion  of 
Jackson,  J.,  (now  of  the  supreme  coort,)  k  so  dear  aad 
satisfactory  that  I  am  restrained  from  quoting  what  be  says 
only  by  the  desire  to  be  brief.  Vea&ie  v.  Moor^  14  How.  568, 
574;  Coe  v.  Errol,  116  U.  S.  617  [6  Sup.  Ct  475] ;  Kidd  v. 
Pearson^  128  U.  S.  1  [9  Sup.  Ct.  6], — are  to  the  same  effect. 
The  cases  of  J7.  8.  v.  Oreenhut^  50  Fed.  469,  and  In  re  Cam- 
ing^  51  Fed.  218,  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  are  in  affirmance 
of  this  view,  rather  than  against  it.  Every  element  of  eom- 
bination  and  monopoly  shown  here  was  averred  in  the  indict- 
ments under  consideration  there.  It  was  held,  however,  that 
no  offense  against  the  statute  was'set  out,  no  interference  with 
interstate  or  international  commerce  being  charged.  The 
cases  did  not  fail  through  matter  of  form  or  technically, 
but  because  the  facts  averred  did  not  constitute  an  offense 
against  the  United  States. 

In  the  cases  of  U.  8.  v.  Jellioo  Mountain  Coal  dk  Coke  Co.^ 
46  Fed.  482;  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Klotz^  44  Fed.  721; 
Dueher  Watch  Case  Manufg  Co.  v,  E.  Howard  Watch  cfe 
Clock  Co.y  55  Fed.  851,  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  this  question 
was  not  considered  or  raised. 

People  V.  American  Sugar  Refining  Co.^  7  Rey  A  Corp. 
(Cal.)  88,  and  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Refining  Co.^ 
16  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc  1  &  6,  [3  N.  Y.  Supp.  401] ;  Id.,  54  Hun, 
354  [7  N.  Y.  Supp.  406], — ^were  suits  in  state  courts  and  in- 
volved questions  of  state  law,  only. 

The  bill  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


[8031  FARMERS'  LOAN  &  TRUST  CO.  v.  NORTHERN 
PAC.  R.  CO.  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Ck)urt,  E.  D.  Wisconsin.    April  6,  1804.) 
[60  Fed.  b03.] 

This  case  was  not  based  upon  the  anti-trust  law.  It  was 
a  petition  by  Thomas  F.  Oakes  and  others,  receivers  of  the 
property  of  the  Northern  Pacific  Railroad  in  a  suit  brought 
against  that  company  by  the  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  C<Mn- 
pany  stating  that  their  employees  contemplated  a  strike  for 
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the  purpose  of  preventing  a  reduction  of  wages,  and  praying 

that  they  be  enjoined  therefrom.    The  only  portion  of  the 

decision  relating  to  the  anti-trust  law  is  found  on  page  828 

of  the  opinion,  and  is  as  follows: 

"  By  act  of  Ck>ngre88  of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat,  a  647),  every  combi- 
aation  in  restraint  of  commerce  among  the  several  states  Is  declared 
to  be  illegal.  Under  this  act  it  was  held  by  Judge  Speer  in  Water- 
house  V.  Comer,  55  Fed.  149,  that  a  strike,  if  it  ever  was  effective,  can 
be  so  no  longer;  and  this  view  seems  to  have  been  held  by  Judge 
VilUngs  in  the  case  of  U.  8,  v.  Workingmen*8  Amalgamated  CouncU, 

54  Fed.  994.    On  the  other  hand.  Judge  Putman,  in  17.  8,  v.  Patterson, 

55  Fed.  605,  is  inclined  to  the  view  that  the  statute  has  no  relation  to 
labor  organizations.  I  do  not  find  it  needful  to  enter  into  this  field 
of  discussion,  or  to  express  an  opinion  upon  the  subject,  being  content 
to  rest  my  conclusion  upon  the  grounds  discussed." 


[934]  UNITED  STATES  v.  E.  C.  KNIGHT  CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Third  Circuit    March  26,  1894.) 

[60  Fed.,  934.] 

Monopolies — Contbaots  nr  Restrautt  of  Interstate  Commerce. — 
The  purchase  of  stock  of  sugar  refineries  for  the  purpose  of  ac- 
quiring control  of  the  business  of  refining  and  selling  sugar  in  the 
United  States  does  not  involve  monopoly,  or  restraint  of  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890.> 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania. 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity  filed  by  the  United  States 
against  the  E.  C.  Knight  Company,  the  Spreckels  Sugar  Re- 
fining Company,  the  Franklin  Sugar  Refining  Company,  the 
Delaware  Sugar  House,  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Com- 
pany, and  numerous  individuals,  to  have  canceled  and  de- 
clared void  certain  contracts  made  by  the  American  Sugar 
Refining  Company  with  the  other  defendants,  as  being  the 
result  of  a  combination  or  conspiracy  to  monopolize  or  re- 
strain interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  There  was  a  de- 
cree for  defendants  in  the  court  below,  and  complainant 
appeals. 

« Bill  dismissed  by  the  Circuit  Court,  Eastern  District  of  Pennsyl- 
vania (00  Fed.,  306).  See  p.  250.  Decree  affirmed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  (166  U.  S.,  1).    See  p.  879. 

>  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1894,  by  West  PubUsbing  Co. 
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EUery  P.  Ingham  and  Somuel  F.  Phillips  {Robert  RaU- 
ton,  Assistant  United  States  Attorney,  on  the  brief),  for 
the  United  States. 

John  O.  Johnson  {John  E.  Parsons  and  Richard,  C.  Mc- 
Murtrie,  on  the  brief),  for  appellees. 

Before  Acheson  and  Dallas,  Circuit  Judges,  and  Green, 
District  Judge. 

Dallas,  Circuit  Judge. 

There  are  three  assignments  upon  this  record.  The  first 
two  aver,  in  general  terms,  that  the  court  below  erred  in 
dismissing  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  in  not  granting  the 
relief  thereby  prayed.  The  third,  alone,  specifies  the  al- 
leged error  with  particularity,  and  is  in  these  words:  ^^  That 
the  court  erred  in  holding  that  the  facts  in  this  case  do  not 
show  a  contract,  combination,  or  conspiracy  to  restrain  or 
monopolize  trade  or  com-  [936]  merce  among  the  several 
states  or  with  foreign  nations."  This  assignment  correctiv 
presents  the  only  question  which  the  case  involves. 

The  bill  filed  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  is  founded 
wholly  upon  the  act  of  congress  of  July  2,  1890,  entitled 
^An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies."  Proceedings,  such  as  have  been 
instituted  and  pursued  in  this  instance,  ^'  to  prevent  and  re- 
strain violations  of  this  act,"  are  authorized  and  directed  by 
its  fourth  section;  and  these  defendants  are  charged  with 
violation  of  its  first  two  sections,  which  are  as  follows: 

**  Section  1.  Bvery  contract,  combination  in  tlie  form  of  trust  or  otber- 
wise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  tbe  sev- 
eral states,  or  witb  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal. 
Bvery  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such 
combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and,  on  conviction  Uiereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding 
five  thousand  dollars,  or  }iy  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or 
by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

**  Sec.  2.  Bvery  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  mon<^K>- 
lize,  or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to 
monopolise  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  ex- 
ceeding five  thousand  doUars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one 
year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 
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ThesB  SBdions  rdate,  respcictively,  to  restraint  of  trade  and 
to  monopoly,  but,  as  to  both,  with  respect  only  to  ^'  trade 
or  commerce  among  the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  na- 
tions; "  and  upon  the  application  of  this  restrictive  language 
of  the  law  to  the  facts  of  this  case  we  base  our  judgment. 
The  learned  judge  who  heard  the  cause  in  the  circuit  court 
states,  in  the  opinion  filed  by  him,  that : 

''The  material  facts  proved  are  that  the  American  Sagar  Refining 
Ck).,  one  of  the  defendants,  is  incorporated  nnder  the  laws  of  New 
Jersey,  and  has  authority  to  purchase,  refine^  and  sell  sugar;  that 
the  Franklin  Sugar  Refinery,  the  B.  G.  Knight  CJo.,  the  Spreckels 
Sugar  Refinery,  and  the  Delaware  Sugar  House  were  incorporated 
under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania,  and  autborleed  to  purchase,  refine, 
and  sell  sugar;  that  the  four  latter  Pennsylvania  companies  were 
located  in  Philadelphia,  and  prior  to  March,  1892,  produced  about 
thirty-three  per  cent,  of  the  total  amount  of  sugar  refined  in  the 
Cnited  States,  avd  were  in  active  competition  with  the  American 
Sugar  Refining  Co.,  and  with  ekch  other,  selling  tlieir  product  wher- 
ever demand  was  ftmnd  for  it  throughout  the  United  States;  tiiat 
prior  to  Marcbk  1892,  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Go.  bad  obtained 
control  of  all  refineries  in  the  United  States,  excepting  the  four 
located  in  Philadelphia,  and  tliat  of  the  Revere  Co.  in  Boston,  the 
latter  produciog  about  two  per  cant  of  the  amount  refined  in  this 
country;  that  in  M^rch,  1892,  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Go. 
entered  into  contracts  (on  different  dstes)  with  the  stockholders  of 
each  of  the  Philadelphia  corporations  named,  whereby  it  purchased 
their  stock,  paying  therefor  by  transfers  of  stock  in  its  company; 
that  the  Am^can  Sugar  Refining  Co.  thtis  obtained  possession  of  the 
Philadelphia  refineries  and  their  bustnees ;  that  eadi  of  the  purchases 
was  made  subject  to  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Co.  obtaining 
authority  to  increase  Its  stodc  $25,000,000 ;  that  this  assent  was  subse- 
aoently  obtained,  and  the  increase  made;  that  there  waa  no  under- 
standing or  concert  of  action  between  the  stockholders  of  the  several 
Philadelphia  companies  respecting  the  sales,  bat  that  those  of  each 
company  acted  indtpentoitly  of  those  of  the  others,  and  in  ignerasGe 
of  what  was  being  done  by  such  others ;  that  the  stockholders  of  each 
company  acted  in  concert  with  each  other,  un-  [986]  derstanding  and 
Intending  that  all  the  stock  and  property  of  the  company  should  be 
sold;  that  the  contract  of  sale  in  each  instance  left  the  sellers  free 
to  estal>Uidi  other  refineries,  and  continue  the  business,  if  they  should 
see  fit  to  do  80,  and  contained  no  provision  respecting  trade  or  com- 
merce \m  sugar,  and  that  no  arrangement  or  provision  on  this  subject 
baa  btcn  made  idnoe;  that  since  the  purchase  the  Delaware  Sugar 
HeoM  lefiittry  has  been  operated  in  conjunctioa  with  the  Spreckels 
Hefiacry,  and  the  IL  C.  Knight  refinery  in  osDoection  with  the  Frank- 
lin, this  CMnhinatton  b^ng  made  apparently  for  reasons  of  economy  * 
in  conducting  the  tmsiness;  that  the  amount  of  sugar  refined  in 
Pbtladsliiliia  haa  been  Increased  since  the  purdiases;  that  the  price 
has  besB  sligbti^  advanced  since  that  eiveiBt,  but  still  lower  than  it 
bad  been  for  sams  years  iMfore,  and  up  to  within  a  few  months  of 
tiia  aales ;  tbat  about  tn  per  cent  of  the  sngar  refined  and  sokl  ia  the 
Umitad  Slatea  ia  rateed  is  other  refiaertes  tiian  thcae  oontroBed  by  the 
American  Sugar  Refining  Co. ;  that  seaaa  additioaai  mgnr  ia  pvadnesd 
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In  LoalBlana,  aad  lonie  is  troni^t  from  Bnrope,  bnt  tbe  amount  Is  not 
large  in  either  Instance. 

'^The  object  in  porcbasing  tbe  PhUaielpMa  reftMries  was  to  obtain 
a  greater  influence,  or  more  perfect  control,  oyer  tbe  business  of  re- 
fining and  selling  sugar  in  this  country.** 

This  statement  of  the  facts  is  quoted  at  length  merely  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  the  general  nature  of  the  case;  the 
only  essential  fact — and  of  that  there  is  no  doubt — ^being  that 
the  questioned  conduct  of  the  defendants  does  not,  according 
to  our  view  of  the  law,  concern  interstate  or  foreign  ccmi- 
meroe.  There  is  no  evidence  whatever  that  the  defendants 
have  directly  monopolized,  or  have  attempted,  combined,  or 
conspired  to  directly  monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or 
commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations; 
or  that  they  have  contracted,  combined,  or  conspired  in 
direct  restraint  of  such  trade  or  commerce.  The  utmost  that 
can  be  said — and  this,  f<Nr  the  present  purpose,  may  be  as- 
sumed— is  that  they  have  acquired  control  of  the  businees  of 
refining  and  selling  sugar  in  the  Umted  States.  But  does 
this  involve  monopoly,  or  restraint  of,  foreign  or  interstate 
commerce?  We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  does  not  The  . 
particular  language  of  the  act  which  is  now  under  considera- 
tion was  manifestly  derived  from  the  clause  of  the  constitu- 
tion by  whidi  congress  is  ^npowered  to  ^'  regulate  commerce 
with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  states; ''  and  the 
aothorities  ace  distinctly  to  the  effect  that  this  grant  of 
power  does  not  include  the  regulation  of  manufactures  or 
productive  industries  of  any  sort,  even  where  their  product 
is  made,  or  is  intended  or  contemplated  to  be  made,  the  sub- 
ject of  commeroe  beycmd  the  territory  of  the  state  where  the 
manufactory  or  other  producing  industry  is  situated  or 
operated.  Manufacture  and  commerce  are  two  distinct  and 
very  different  things.  The  latter  does  not  include  the  former. 
Buying  and  selling  are  elements  of  commerce,  but  something 
more  is  required  to  constitute  commerce,  which,  **  strictly 
considered,  consists  in  intercourse  and  traffic,  including  in 
these  terms  navigation,  and  the  transportation  and  trsnsit 
of  persons  and  property,  as  well  as  the  purchase,  sale,  and 
exdiange  of  commodities." 

Enough  Jias  been  said  to  indicate  the  ground  upon  which 
our  condusioii  in  this  case  has  been  reached,  and  we  do  not 
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deem  it  necessary  to  say  more,  inasmuch  as  the  subject  has 
very  recently  beeoi  considered  and  passed  upon  in  the  Case  of 
Greene^  62  Fed.  [987]  104,  by  Judge  Jackson  (now  one  of 
the  justices  of  the  supreme  court),  in  whose  opinion  the 
earlier  cases  are  sufficiently  referred  to. 
The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  is  affirmed. 


[801]     UNITED  STATES  v.  ELLIOTT  ET  AL.« 
(Circuit  CoMit,  E.  D.  Missouri,  E.  D.    July  e,  1894.) 
[62  Fed.,  801.] 

Ck)MBINATIONS  IN  RESTRAINT  OF  INTEBSTATB  CSOMMKBCV— INJUNC- 
TION.— ^A  combination  whose  professed  object  Is  to  arrest  the  opera- 
tion of  the  railroads  whose  lines  extend  from  a  great  city  into 
adjoining  states  until  such  roads  accede  to  certain  demands  made 
upon  them,  whether  such  demands  are  in  themselves  reasonable  or 
unreasonable,  just  or  unjust,  Is  an  unlawful  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  states,  within  the  act  of  July  2, 
1890,  and  acts  threatened  in  pursuance  thereof  may  be  restrained  by 
injunction,  under  section  4  of  the  act^ 

This  was  a  suit  by  the  United  States  against  M.  J.  Elliott, 
George  B.  Kern,  Eugene  V.  Debs,  George  W.  Howard,  L.  R. 
Sogers,  Sylvester  Kelliher,  the  American  Railway  Union, 
and  others,  to  restrain  violations  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890 
(26  Stat.  209).  Complainants  moved  for  a  preliminary 
injunction. 

WSUam  H.  Clopton,  United  States  Attorney. 
Thathr,  District  Judge  (orally.) 

The  unusual  character  of  the  bill  filed  by  the  government 
renders  it  proper  that  the  court  should  state  briefly  the  rea- 
sons that  have  influenced  its  action  in  granting  a  part  of  the 
relief  prayed  for  therein. 

The  act  of  congress  approved  July  2, 1890  (26  Stat  209), 
entitled  "An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  un- 

•  Demurrer  overmled  (64  Fed.,  27).    See  p.  SIX. 
»  ByUabus  oopyrlghted*  1894^  by  West  Publishinf  Go. 
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lawful  restraints  and  monopolies,''  declares  in  its  first  section 
that: 

'*Bver7  contract,  combination  In  the  form  of  tmst  or  otherwise, 
or  conspiracy  In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states  or  with  fbrelgn  nations,  Is  hereby  declared  to  be  Illegal.  Bveiy 
person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  In  any  such  com- 
bination or  conspiracy  shall  be  deemed  gruilty  of  a  misdemeanor  snd 
on  conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five 
thousand  dollars  or  by  Imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year  or  by 
both  said  punishments,  In  the  discretion  of  the  court** 

Ordinarily  it  is  neither  lawful  nor  expedient  for  a  court  of 
equity  to  award  an  injunction  tb  prevent  the  doing  of.  acts 
that  are  in  themselves  crimes.  The  regular  course  of 
judicial  procedure  requires  that  persons  accused  of  crime 
should  be  prosecuted  by  information  or  indictment,  and  not 
otherwise.  There  are,  however,'  well-established  exceptions 
to  this  rule.  When  a  criminal  act  is  threatened,  which  is 
liable  to  occasion  irreparable  injury  to  private  persons,  or 
which  would  give  rise  to  a  multitude  of  suits  at  law  to  re- 
dress the  wrong,  if  committed,  a  court  of  equity  may  isRue 
an  injunction,  at  the  instance  of  an  individual,  against  par- 
ties who  threaten  to  commit  the  wrong.  But  tl)e  court  is 
not  called  upon,  in  this  instance,  to  consider  whether  the  pro- 
ceeding falls  within  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  a  comrt  of 
equity.  By  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890, 
which  is  above  referred  to,  congress  has  declared  that: 

"  The  several  drcnlt  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby  Invested 
with  jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  this  act;  and 
It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United 
States  In  their  respective  districts  under  the  direction  of  the  attorney 
genera]  to  Institute  proceedings  In  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain 
such  violations.  Such  proceedings  [S02]  may  be  by  way  of  petition 
setting  forth  the  case  and  praying  that  such  violations  shall  be  en 
joined  or  otherwise  prohibited.  When  the  parties  complained  of  shall 
have  been  duly  notified  of  such  ];)etition  the  court  shall  proceed  as 
soon  as  may  be  to  the  hearing  and  determination  of  the  case;  and 
pending  such  petition  and  before  final  decree  the  court  may  at  any 
time  make  such  temporary  restraining  order  or  prohibition  as  shall 
be  deemed  just  In  the  premises.'* 

This  section  of  the  act  makes  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
dear  over  the  parties  and  subject-matter,  if  the  bill  now  be- 
fore the  court,  which  has  been  exhibited  with  the  sanction 
of  the  attorney  general,  shows  the  existence  of  a  conspir- 
acy among  the  defendants  to  restrain  trade  or  commerce 
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among  the  several  states,  and  that  acts  have  already  been 
done  or  threatened  by  tlie  several  defendants  in  further- 
ance of  the  alleged  conspiracy.  Congress  has  seen  fit,  on 
grounds  of  public  policy,  to  authorize  the  law  oiHcers  of  the 
government  to  appeal  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States  by 
a  bill  in  equity  filed  in  behalf  of  the  people  of  the  United 
Statw,  to  arrest,  by  writ  of  injunction  or  prohibition,  the 
commission  of  acts  which  are  designed  to  obstruct  the  free 
flow  of  commerce  between  the  states,  and  no  one  can  doubt 
the  power  of  congress  to  C9nfer  such  authority.  From  the 
very  foundation  of  the  government,  it  has  been  accepted  as  a 
proposition  which  admitted  of  no  controversy  that  the  right 
to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  states,  and  to^  pass 
laws  to  protect  commerce  of  that  character,  pertained  to  the 
general  government,  and  that  its  power  in  that  respect  was 
plenary  and  paramount. 

An  examination  of  the  bill  which  has  been  exhibited  by 
the  United  States  shows  that  it  charges,  in  substance,  that 
the  various  defendants  named  therein  have  combined  and 
confederated  among  themselves  to  prevent  several  railroads 
named  in  the  bill,  whose  lines  radiate  from  St.  Louis,  and 
which  are  engaged,  among  other  things,  in  interstate  com- 
merce, from  conducting  their  customary  business  of  trans- 
porting passengers  and  freight  between  points  in  this  state 
and  points  in  other  adjoining  states  to  which  their  several 
lines  extend.  The  bill  further  charges  that  the  several  de- 
fwdants  named  therein  have  combined  and  conspired  to 
induce  persons  in  the  employ  of  said  railroad  companies  to 
leave  the  service  of  their  respective  companies,  and  to  pre- 
vent them  from  securing  other  operatives,  the  object  of  such 
conspiracy  being  to  prevent  said  railway  companies  from 
hauling  certain  cars  which  are  customarily  used  by  them  in  the 
transaction  of  their  business  as  interstate  carriers  of  freight 
and  passengers.  The  bill  also  charges  the  commission  of 
divers  and  sundry  acts  by  some  of  the  defendants  in  further- 
ance of  the  objects  of  the  aforesaid  confederation.  Among 
other  things,  it  is  alleged  that  certain  of  the  defendants  have 
issued  orders  to  persons  in  the  employ  of  the  several  railway 
companies,  who  act  subject  to  their  direction,  whereby  such 
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employes  tn  oammmnded  and  raqmred  to  ooase  from  operate 
ing  trains  of  the  respoctive  railioad  oompftnies  in  ^^ose  serv- 
ice they  are  employed.  It  is  also  alleged  that  certain  of  the 
defoMlants  named  in  the  bill  haT0  asserted  aad  thieatened  that 
they  will  tie  up  and  paralyse  the  operations  of  each  of  said 
railway  companies  i^ch  refuses  to  [808}  accede  to  certain 
demands  made  npon  them,  and  that  it  is  the  purpose  and 
object  of  the  defendants  so  conspiring,  and  who  have  made 
such  threats,  to  so  obstruct  and  cripple  said  railroad  compa- 
nies as  to  prevent  them  from  performing  their  duties  as  com- 
mon carriers  of  freight  and  passengers  between  points  in  the 
several  states  to  which  the  lines  of  such  roads  extend.  It  is 
also  charged  in  the  bill,  in  substance,  that  it  is  the  purpose 
and  object  of  the  defendants  who  are  engaged  in  the  afore- 
said conspiracy  to  secure  to  themselves  the  entire  control  of 
interstate  commerce  between  the  dty  of  St.  Louis  and  points 
in  other  states  to  whidi  the  lines  of  the  several  railroad 
ccMnpanies  mentioned  in  the  bill  extend,  and  to  restrain  and 
prevent  the  persons  owning  said  roads  from  exercising  any 
independent  control  thereof  in  the  transaction  of  interstate 
business.  The  court  thinks  it  manifest  that  the  allegations 
of  the  bill,  which  have  thus  been  very  imperfectly  stated, 
show  the  existence  of  a  con^iracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  commerce  among  the  several  states,  within  the  lan- 
guage and  the  fair  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  2, 
1890.  A  combination  whose  professed  object  is  to  arrest  the 
opefffttioai  of  railroads  whose  lines  extend  from  a  great  city 
into  adjoining  states,  until  such  roads  accede  to  e^rtain 
demands  made  upon  them,  whether  such  demands  are  in 
themselves  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  just  or  unjust,  is  cer- 
tainly an  unlawful  conspiraqr  in  restraint  of  commerce 
among  the  states.  Under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  as 
well  as  at  common  law,  men  may  not  conqnre  to  acccmiplish 
a  lawful  purpose,  by  unlawful  means.  Pettibone  v.  U.  5., 
148  U.  S.  197, 18  Sup.  Ct  542;  Com.  v.  Hunt,  4  Mete.  (Mass.) 
IIL  The  construction  thus  given  to  the  act  of  July  2, 1890, 
is  n«it  a  mm  construction.  It  has  already  received  the  same 
mterpretation  in  oth^  circuits  after  full  consideration, — 
particularly  by  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
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(ihe  fifth  circuit  in  the  case  of  27.  S.  v.  Warkmffmen^s  AfMjJr 
gamnted  Council  of  New  Orleans^  64  Fed.  994,  and  6  0.  0.  A. 
268, 67  Fed.  86. 

The  result  is  that  this  court,  acting  on  the  ground  herein 
stated,  will  grant  a  preliminary  injunction,  restraining  the 
defendants  during  the  pendency  of  this  suit,  and  until  final 
hearing,  from  doing  the  acts  tlureatened,  in  pursuance  of  the 
alleged  conspiraqr. 


[808]    THOMAS  v.  CINCINNATI,  N.  O.  &  T.  P. 

EY.  CO. 

IN  RE  PHELAN. 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  Ohio,  W.  D.    July  18,  1894.) 
[62  Fed.,  803.] 

OONTEMPT — ^INTERFERENCK    WITH     RSCEiyEB — ^IMPKDINO    OPERATION     OT 

RAnjwAD.— Any  willful  attempt,  with  knowledge  that  a  railroad  is 
in  the  hands  of  the  court,  to  prevent  or  impede  the  receiver  thereof 
appointed  by  the  court  from  complying  with  the  order  of  the  court 
in  running  the  road,  which  is  unlawful,  and  which,  as  between  pri- 
vate individuals,  would  give  a  right  of  aetion  for  damages,  is  a  con- 
tempt of  the  order  of  the  cburt^ 

[804]  Sams — Instigating  Stuki — Unlawful  Combination. — ^BCali- 
dously  inciting  employes  of  a  receiver,  who  is  operating  a  railroad 
under  order  of  the  court,  to  leave  his  employ,  in  pursuance  of  an 
unlawful  combination  to  prevent  the  oi)erat!on  of  the  road,  thereby 
inflicting  injuries  on  its  business,  for  which  dnmages  would  be  recov- 
erable if  it  were  operated  by  a  private  corporation,  is  a  contempt  of 
the  court 

Sams— O>NSTrn)Ti0NAL  Guabantt  or  Right  of  Assembly  and  Fbse 
Speech. — Such  inciting  to  carry  out  an  unlawful  conspiracy  is  not 
protected  by  constitutional  guaranties  of  the  right  of  assembly  and 
free  speech,  and  is  not  less  a  contempt  because  effected  by  words 
only,  if  the  obstruction  to  the  operation  of  the  road  by  the  reoeiw 
is  unlawful  and  malicious. 

CoNSPiBAOT — Combination  to  Compel  Bbbaoh  of  Contbact. — ^A  com- 
bination to  inflict  pecuniary  injury  on  the  owner  of  cars,  operated  by 
railway  companies  under  contracts  with  him,  by  compelling  them  to 
give  up  using  his  cars,  in  violation  of  their  contracts,  and,  on  their 
refusal,  to  inflict  pecuniary  injury  on  them  by  inciting  their  em- 
ployes to  quit  their  service,  and  thus  paralyze  their  business,  the 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1804,  by  West  Publishhig  Co. 
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existence  of  tbe  contracts  being  known  to  tbe  parties  so  combining, 
is  an  unlawful  conspiracy. 

Samk— BoTCOTT. — ^A  combination  by  employ^  of  railway  companies 
to  injure  in  his  business  the  owner  of  cars  operated  by  the  compa- 
nies, by  compelling  them  to  cease  using  his  cars  by  threats  of  quit- 
ting and  by  actually  quitting  their  service,  thereby  Inflicting  on  them 
great  Injury,  where  the  relation  between  him  and  the  companies  is 
mutually  profitable,  and  has  no  effect  whatever  on  tbe  character  or 
reward  of  the  services  of  the  employes  so  combining,  is  a  boycott, 
and  an  unlawful  conspiracy  at  common  law. 

Saiob — Unlawful  Pubposx. — ^A  combination  to  incite  the  employ^  of 
all  the  railways  in  the  country  to  suddenly  quit  thieir  service,  with- 
out any  dissatisfaction  with  the  terms  of  their  employment,  thus 
paralyzing  utterly  all  railway  trafDc,  in  order  to  starve  the  railroad 
companies  and  the  public  into  compelling  an  owner  of  cars  used  in 
operating  the  roads  to  pay  his  employ^  more  wages,  they  having  no 
lawful  right  so  to  compel  him,  Is  an  unlawful  conspiracy  by  reason 
of  its  purpose,  whether  such  purpose  Is  effected  by  meam  usually 
lawful  or  otherwise. 

Samv— Restbaiitt  of  Intebstatb  Commebce. — Such  combination,  its 
purpose  being  to  paralyze  the  interstate  commerce  of  the  country,  is 
an  unlawful  conspiracy,  within  the  act  of  July  2,  1880,  declaring 
illegal  every  contract,  combination,  or  conspiracy  In  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states.  U.  8.  ▼•  Patter^on^ 
56  Fed.  605,  disapproved. 

Saicb— Obstbuoting  Mails. — Such  combination,  where  the  members 
intend  to  stop  all  mail  trains  as  well  as  other  trains,  and  do  delay 
many,  in  violation  of  Rev.  St  §  3905,  punishing  any  one  willfully  and 
knowingly  obstructing  or  retarding  the  passage  of  the  mails.  Is  an 
unlawful  conspiracy,  although  the  obstruction  Is  effected  by  merely 
quitting  employment 

This  was  a  suit  by  Samuel  Thomas  against  the  Cincinnati, 
New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  Railway  Company,  in  which 
Samuel  M.  Felton  was  appointed  receiver.  The  receiver 
filed  a  petition  for  the  commitment  of  F.  W.  Phelan  for  con- 
tempt, and  for  an  injunction  against  him. 

Harmon^  Colston^  Goldsmith  <&  Hoadly^  for  receiver. 

Cogan  <b  8hay^  for  Phelan. 

Taft,  Circuit  Judge. 

Samuel  M.  Felton  was  appointed  receiver  in  the  above- 
entitled  cause,  March  18, 1893,  and  has  ever  since  been  [805] 
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engaged,  under  the  order  of  the  court,  in  operating  the  rail- 
road of  the  Cincinnati,  New  Orleans  &  Texas  Pacific  Bail- 
way  Company,  which  is  more  commonly  known  as  the  Cin- 
cinnati Southern  Eailroad.  On  Monday,  July  2,  1894,  he 
filed  an  intervening  petition  in  the  original  action,  in  which 
he  stated  that  during  the  previous  week,  and  at  the  time  of 
filing  the  petition,  he  was  greatly  impeded  in  the  operation 
of  the  road  by  a  strike  of  his  employ^,  and  of  the  employ& 
of  other  railroads  in  the  city  of  Cincinnati,  who  were  pre- 
vttited  from  receiving  from  him  and  delivering  to  him 
freight  carried  or  to  be  carried  over  his  road;  that  said 
strike  was  the  result  of  a  conspiracy  between  one  F.  W. 
Phelan,  now  in  Cincinnati,  and  one  Eugene  Y.  Debs  and 
others,  to  tie  up  the  road  operated,  as  the  said  conspirators 
well  knew,  by  the  petitioner  as  receiver,  and  other  roftda  in 
the  western  estates  of  the  United  States,  until  certain  de- 
mands or  alleged  grievance  of  certain  persons  not  in  the 
employ  of  the  receiver  or  of  any  other  railroad  of  the  United 
States  were  acceded  to  by  persons  in  no  manner  connected 
with  the  management  of  any  railroad  of  the  United  States; 
that  the  demand  of  the  employ^  of  one  George  M.  Pulfanan, 
or  the  Pullman  Palace  Car  Company,  at  Pullman,  HI.,  for 
higher  wages  was  refused,  whereupon  said  Debs,  Phelan,  and 
others,  members  of  an  organization  known  as  the  American 
Railway  Union,  combined  and  conspired  with  each  other 
and  with  sundry  persons,  who  became  members  of  the  organi- 
zation for  the  purpose,  to  compel  the  PuUman  Company  to 
comply  with  the  demands  of  its  employes,  and  that  for  the 
purpose  of  injuring  the  Pullman  Company,  and  of  thereby 
forcing  from  it  the  concession  demanded,  Debs,  Phelan,  and 
the  others  named  had  malidooaly  ccmspired  and  undertaken 
to  prevent  the  receiver  of  this  court  and  the  owners  of  other 
railroads  from  using  Pullman  cars  in  operating  their  roads, 
though  they  are  under  contract  to  do  so;  that  in  pursuance 
of  said  conspiracy  Phelan,  a  resident  of  Oregon,  came  to 
Cincinnati  a  week  before  the  filing  of  the  petition,  and  set  on 
foot  and  incited  a  strike  among  the  employes  of  the  receiver, 
and  of  other  railroad  companies  whose  lines  run  into  Cin- 
cinnati;  that  on  June  27th,  and  at  other  times  and  places, 
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Phelan  made  inflammatOTy  speeches  to  such  employes,  well 
knowing  many  of  them  to  be  employes  of  the  receiver,  in 
which  he  urged  them  all  to  quit  the  service  of  the  receiver 
and  the  other  railroads  of  the  city,  and  to  tie  them  all  up, 
and  to  prevent  others  from  taking  their  places,  by  persuasion 
if  possible,  by  clubbing  if  necessary;  that  said  Phelan  was 
still  in  the  city,  directing  and  continuing  the  strike,  and  inter- 
fering with  the  I'eceiver  in  the  operation  of  the  road ;  that 
as  a  result  of  the  ccmspiracy  and  strike  the  receiver  had  been 
obliged  at  great  exp^ise  to  secure  and  maintain  the  protec- 
tion of  armed  men  fcr  his  ^nployfe ;  and  that  all  of  the  f (»re- 
going  ccmstituted  a  contempt  of  this  court,  and  a  ground  both 
for  comxnitting  PhelaA  and  for  enjoining  him  from  a  contin- 
uanoe  of  said  acts. 

Upon  the  filing  of  the  petition  an  attachment  was  issued 
for  Phelan,  the  contemner,  and  on  the  morning  of  the  8d  of 
July  he  was  arrested,  and  brought  before  the  court  He  was 
admitted  to  bail,  and  at  the  same  time  wafi  aijoined  by  order 
of  the  court  from,  either  as  an  individual  or  in  combination 
with  others,  inciting,  encouraging,  order-  [806]  ing,  or  in  any 
other  manner  causing  the  employes  of  the  receiver  to  leave  his 
employ  with  intent  to  obstruct  the  operation  of  his  road, 
and  thereby  cconpel  him  not  to  fulfill  his  contract  and  carry 
Pullman  cars.  On  Thursday,  July  6th,  the  moticm  of  the 
receiver  for  Phelan's  commitment  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  a 
week  has  since  been  taken  up  in  the  giving  of  testimony  and 
argument. 

I  propose  first  to  run  over  the  evidence,  as  briefly  as  may 
be,  and  determine  the  facts,  and  then  to  consider  the  law 
applicable  to  them. 

The  American  Railway  Union  is  an  organization  of  rail- 
way employes,  to  which  are  eligible  as  members  all  persons  in 
the  service  of  railways  below  a  certain  rank.  It  was  organ- 
ized in  June,  1898.  On  May  11,  1894,  at  Pullman,  111.,  the 
employ^  of  the  Pullman  Palace  Car  Company,  engaged  in 
manufacturing  railway  cars  of  all  kinds,  including  sleeping 
cars,  left  the  company's  employ  because  of  its  refusal  to  re- 
store wages  which  had  been  reduced  during  the  preceding 
year,  and  the  works  were  then  closed.    On  June  11, 1894«  the 
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general  conv^ition  of  the  American  Bailway  Union  met  at  Chi- 
cago, and  decided  that  the  American  Bailway  Union  would 
take  measures  to  compel  the  Pullman  Company  to  resume 
business  and  to  re-employ  its  employes  who  had  left  its  service 
on  terms  to  be  fixed  by  arbitration.  It  does  not  appear  that 
at  this  time  the  Pullman  Company's  employes  were  members 
of  the  Railway  Union,  or  eligible  as  such.  At  the  June  con- 
vention of  1894  there  were  present  representatives  from  460 
lodges  of  the  union,  and  the  nimiber  of  members,  as  estimated 
at  that  time,  was  250,000.  It  is  said  that  the  local  unions 
had  voted  for  the  Pullman  boycott  before  the  convention 
met  The  question  where  the  boycott  originated  is  not  very 
material,  but  it  may  be  said  that,  as  the  Pullman  strike  oc- 
curred but  a  month  before  the  convention,  and  as  it  had  been 
deemed  necessary  by  the  union  to  send  men  all  over  the  coun- 
try to  explain  to  its  members  the  merits  of  the  Pullman  con- 
troversy during  the  boycott,  it  is  obvious  that  the  boycott 
had  its  real  origin  in  the  union  convention  at  Chicago,  where 
the  subject  was  brought  before  it,  presumably  by  its  board  of 
directors. 

The  chief  governing  body  of  the  union  is  a  board  of  direc- 
tors, which  elects  a  president,  vice  president,  and  secretary, 
who  are  the  chief  executive  officers  of  the  union.  Eugene  V. 
Debs  is,  and  has  been  since  its  organization,  the  president 
Section  6  of  the  constitution  of  the  union,  as  adopted  in 
June,  1893,  provides  that  ^^  the  board  is  empowered  to  pro- 
vide such  rules,  issue  such  orders,  and  adopt  such  measures 
as  may  be  required  to  carry  out  the  objects  of  the  order,  pro- 
vided that  no  action  shall  be  taken  that  conflicts  with  this 
constitution."  By  section  11  of  the  same  instnmient  the 
president's  powers  are  thus  described: 

'*  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  president  to  preside  over  the  meetings 
of  the  board  and  the  quadrennial  meetings  of  the  general  union.  He 
shall  at  each  annual  meeting  of  the  board  and  at  each  quadrennial 
meeting  of  the  general  union  submit  a  report  of  the  transactions  of 
his  office,  and  make  such  reconunendations  as  he  may  deem  necessary 
to  the  welfare  of  the  order.  He  shall  enforce  the  laws  of  the  order, 
sign  all  charters,  circulars,  reports,  and  other  documents  requiring 
authentication.  He  shall  decide  all  questions  and  appeals,  which  de- 
cisions shall  be  final,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  board.  He 
may,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  board,  deputize  any  member  to  per- 
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fbna  any  reqnlred  senrloe,  laenie  dliQ)en8ation8  not  Inconsistent  with 
the  constitution  [807]  or  regulations  of  the  order,  and  perform  such 
other  duties  as  his  office  may  impose ;  and  he  shall  receive  such  com- 
pensation for  his  s^Tlces  as  may  he  determined  at  the  time  of  his 
election." 

Fhelan,  when  on  ibe  stand,  said  that  these  were  sections  of 
the  old  constitution,  but  that  he  understood  the  constitution 
had  been  generally  changed.  He  would  not  say  that  exten- 
sive or  material  changes  had  been  made,  but  simply  that 
general  changes  had  been  effected.  He  was  in  attendance  as 
a  delegate  only  during  the  last  five  days  of  the  convention, 
and  this  is  his  explanation  for  not  knowing  what  the  changes 
were.  Phelan's  answers  on  this  subject  had  really  no  effect 
to  show  that  the  foregoing  sections  are  not  still  in  force,  but 
simply  illustrated  the  evasiveness  and  verbal  quibbling  to 
which  the  witness  was  continually  willing  to  resort  under 
examination.  It  is  certainly  strange  that  if  he  was  here,  as 
he  says,  as  a  representi^itive  of  the  union,  he  should  not  know 
the  changes,  if  any  really  material  ones  had  been  made  in  the 
constitution,  under  which  he  was  initiating  men  into  the 
union,  and  was  receiving  orders  from  his  superior  officers. 
We  shall  see,  as  we  progress,  that  the  two  sections  of  the  old 
constitution  are  still  in  force,  if  we  can  judge  at  all  from 
the  actual  authority  exercised  by  the  officers  of  the  union 
during  the  present  boycott 

The  plan  of  the  boycott,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  was  this : 
Pullman  cars  are  used  on  a  large  majority  of  the  railways 
of  the  country.  The  members  of  the  American  Railway 
Union  whose  duty  it  was  to  handle  Pullman  cars  on  such 
railways  were  to  refuse  to  do  so,  with  the  hope  that  the  rail- 
way onnpanies,  fearing  a  strike,  would  decline  further  to 
haul  them  in  their  trains,  and  inflict  a  great  pecuniary  in- 
jury upon  the  Pullman  Company.  In  case  the  railway  com- 
panies failed  to  yield  to  the  demand,  every  effort  was  to  be 
made  to  tie  up  and  cripple  the  doing  of  any  business  what- 
ever by  them,  and  particular  attention  was  to  be  directed  to 
the  freight  traffic,  which  it  was  known  was  their  chief  source 
of  revenue.  As  the  lodges  of  the  American  Railway  Union 
extended  from  the  Allegheny  mountains  to  the  Pacific  coast, 
it  will  be  seen  that  it  was  contemplated  by  those  engaged  in 
carrying  out  this  plan  that,  in  case  of  a  refusal  of  the  rail- 
10870**— 8.  Doc  111,  02-1,  vol  1 18 
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way  companies  to  join  the  union  in  its  attack  upon  the  Poll- 
man  Company,  there  should  be  a  paralysis  of  all  railway 
traffic  of  every  kind  throughout  that  vast  territory  traversed 
by  lines  using  Pullman  cars.  It  was  to  be  accomplished,  not 
only  by  the  then  members  of  the  union,  but  also  by  procur- 
ing, through  persuasion  and  appeal,  all  employ^  not  mem- 
bers either  to  join  the  imion  or  to  strike  without  joining,  by 
guarantying  that,  if  they  would  strike,  the  union  would  not 
allow  one  of  its  members  to  return  to  work  until  they  also 
were  restored.  I  shall  allude  again  to  the  gigantic  character 
of  this  combination.  For  my  present  purpose,  it  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  on  Sunday,  June  24th,  Phelan  came  to  Cincinnati 
as  the  authorized  representative  of  the  president  and  board 
of  directors  of  the  union,  to  enforce  and  carry  out  the  con- 
templated boycott  and  paralysis  of  business  on  all  railway 
lines  running  into  Cincinnati  which  used  Pullman  cars  until 
they  should  cease  to  use  them. 

[808]  I  am  aware  that  Phelan  denies  that  such  were  his 
authority  and  instructions,  but,  as  in  the  case  of  his  answers 
in  respect  to  the  constitution  and  its  provisions,  his  denials 
do  not,  in  view  of  the  overwhelming  proof  of  the  circum- 
stances not  denied,  and  his  previous  admissions  not  denied, 
show  the  fact  to  be  otherwise,  but  only  decrease  the  reliance 
which  can  be  placed  on  any  statements  made  by  him  in  this 
case.  He  says  that  he  came  here  with  no  direction  except  to 
visit  the  employes  of  the  Pullman  Company  at  a  branch 
factory  at  Ludlow,  to  explain  to  them  the  merits  of  the  con- 
troversy  between  their  employer  and  their  fellows  at  Chi- 
cago, and  then,  if  they  struck,  tP  see  that  they  appointed 
committees  who  should  keep  order  among  them,  and  look 
after  the  sick.  At  another  tii^e  he  says  he  was  directed  to  be 
in  Cincinnati  during  the  boycott,  but  he  strenuously  denies 
he  was  here  for  the  purpose  of  laying  on  the  boycott  or  in- 
citing a  general  strike.  He  would  have  the  court  believe  that 
what  occurred  was  wholly  spontaneous,  and  not  through  his 
agency,  and  that  his  business  was,  if  there  should  be  such 
coincidental  spontaneity  resulting  in  a  strike,  to  prevent  dis- 
order, and  to  look  after  the  sick.  This  hardly  accords  with  his 
first  telegram  to  Debs,  his  chief  officer,  dated  noon,  Tuesday, 
June  96th,  as  follows:  ^'  Pay  no  attention  to  press  reports. 
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To  be  effective,  was  compelled  to  postpone  action  until  seven, 
Wednesday  morning."  On  Sunday,  June  24th,  after  Phe- 
lan's  explanation  of  the  Pullman  troubles,  the  Pullman 
employ^  at  Ludlow  determined  to  strike,  and  did  so  Monday 
morning  at  7  o'clock.  Phelan  says  he  did  not  advise  them  to 
strike,  but  just  explained  the  situation,  and  then  a  strike 
followed.  When  he  had  explained,  and  organized  commit- 
tees among  the  strikers,  after  the  strike  had  occurred,  through 
no  agenejr  of  his,  his  mission  was  ended,  so  far  as  his  instruc- 
tions went  And  yet  we  find  him  on  Tuesday,  June  26th,  at 
12  o'clock  noon,  telegraphing  his  chief  that  he  was  obliged  to 
postpone  action  until  Wednesday  morning  at  7,  in  order  to  be 
effective.  Now,  what  action  was  this  which  he  hoped  to  make 
effective?  Can  any  one  doubt  for  an  instant  that  the  action 
thus  foreshadowed  was  that  referred  to  in  Phelan's  dispatch 
to  Debs  of  June  28th  following,  when  he  said,  ^  The  tie-up 
is  successful "  t  On  Tuesday  night,  June  26th,  there  was  a 
meeting  of  all  the  switchmen  of  Cincinnati  at  Wuebler's  Hall. 
There  is  no  direct  evidence  how  this  meeting  was  called,  but 
the  circumstances  leave  no  doubt.  Phelan,  having  brought 
out  the  Pullman  men,  then  set  to  work  upon  the  railway  men, 
and  hence  the  meeting.  The  telegram  of  June  26th  indicates 
that  Debs  expected  him  to  have  the  meeting  and  action 
earlier,  but  that  he  was  not  able  to  secure  an  attendance  at 
any  earlier  meeting  suffidentiy  general  to  make  the  action 
taken  effective.  Indeed,  when  the  Tuesday  night  meeting 
was  held,  it  was  found  that  action  must  be  still  further  de- 
layed, and  a  second  meeting  for  Wednesday  night  was  called. 
At  both  of  these  meetings  Phelan  explained  and  discussed 
the  Pullman  trouble,  and  annoimced  the  Pullman  boycott 
Now,  what  was  his  object?  Was  it  for  the  purpose  of  induc- 
ing the  men  whom  he  addressed,  and  others  not  present, 
whom  he  urged  them  to  talk  to,  to  demand  of  the  railway 
companies  assistance  in  boycotting  Pullman,  and,  on  refusal, 
[809]  to  tie  them  up,  or  was  it  simply  for  their  general  in- 
formation? He  repeats  upon  the  stand  with  much  emphasis 
that  he  at  no  time  advised  any  man  to  strike.  What  was  he 
doing?  His  speeches  were  all  directed  to  that  end,  and,  even 
if  he  did  not  use  the  word  ^^  advise,"  his  conduct  was  exactiy 
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the  same  as  if  he  hacL  His  trifling  with  the  tnith,  and  Ids 
attempt  to  seek  shelter  again  behind  verbal  quibbles,  simply 
disparages  him  as  a  witness,  without  concealing  the  facts. 
Now,  what  was  done  at  these  meetings  of  Tuesday  and 
Wednesday  night  after  or  during  Phelan's  speeches?  A  city 
conunittee  was  appointed,  consisting  of  one  employ^  of  each 
of  the  great  railroads  entering  the  city.  This  conmiittee 
Phelan  continually  refers  to  in  his  testimony  as  ^  my  com- 
mittee," and  the  term  was  properly  used,  for  it  seems  to  have 
spent  all  its  time  in  his  company,  and  doing  his  bidding.  On 
this  conmiittee  was  J.  Madison,  a  switchman  in  ilie  receiver's 
employ.  The  first  duty  of  each  member  of  the  conunittee 
was  on  Wednesday,  June  27th,  or  on  the  next  day,  to  notify 
the  yard  master  of  his  road  that  the  switchmen  and  members 
of  the  American  Bailway  Union  would  not  handle  Pullman 
cars  because  a  boycott  had  been  laid  on  them.  Madison  duly 
notified  McCarty,  the  yard  master  of  the  receiver.  The  nec- 
essary result  was  that  three  switchmen  on  the  Cincinnati, 
Hamilton  &  Dayton  Bailroad  were  discharged  or  relieved  of 
duty  on  the  afternoon  of  Thursday,  June  28th,  and  within 
six  hours  a  general  strike  of  all  the  switchmen  and  yard  men, 
including  yard  engineers  and  firemen,  on  all  the  roads  coming 
into  Cincinnati,  took  place.  This  was  exactly  in  accordance 
with  the  plan  which  Phelan  had  outlined  to  Westcott,  a 
reporter  for  the  Enquirer,  on  Tuesday  or  Wednesday  before 
the  strike,  in  a  conversation  which  he  does  not  deny.  Begin- 
ning with  Tuesday  night,  June  26th,  Phelan  has  made 
speeches  every  night  since,  in  which  he  has  continued  to  ex- 
plain the  Pullman  trouble  to  audiences  of  railroad  men,  and 
has  read  telegrams  from  Debs  of  a  character  calculated  to 
incite  and  encourage  all  railway  employ^  to  quit  their  places, 
to  assist  in  the  Pullman  boycott  He  says  he  has  made  as 
many  as  20  speeches.  Two,  at  least,  were  made  at  Ludlow, 
Ky.,  a  railroad  town,  the  inhabitants  of  which  are,  or  were, 
many  of  them,  employes  of  the  receiver.  It  is  in  evidence 
that  when  the  meetings  began  the  number  of  the  receiver's 
employ^  who  were  members  of  the  American  Railway  Union 
was  150.  And  yet  Phelan  denies  that  he  is  in  any  sense 
responsible  for  the  strike  of  the  receiver's  employ^  or  of 
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those  of  any  other  road  in  town,  or  for  the  paralysis  of  busi- 
ness which  followed. 

It  is  marvelous  that  Phelan  can  assume  such  a  position  in 
view  of  the  circumstances  and  his  own  declarations.  Take 
the  evidence  of  Westcott,  the  Enquirer  reporter,  a  witness 
evidently  of  much  experience  in  acquiring  and  detaihng  ac- 
curate information,  who  has  no  motive  to  misrepresent 
Phelan  in  any  way.  He  was  assigned  to  report  the  sixike, 
and  seems  to  have  found  Phelan  his  best  source  of  informa- 
tion. He  made  notes  of  everything  at  the  time,  and  prepared 
them  afterwards  for  publication.  Phelan  has  not  attempted 
to  deny  anything  he  says.  Westcott  testifies  that  Phelan  told 
him  before  the  strike  that  his  main  object  in  coming  here  was 
[810]  to  enforce  a  boycott  against  Pullman  cars,  by  tying  up 
every  road  in  Cincinnati  for  the  American  Railway  Union; 
that  he  frequently  and  constantly  repeated  the  statement  that 
they  intended  to  tie  up  every  road  in  town,  and  keep  them 
tied  up  until  they  refused  to  handle  Pullman  cars;  that  after 
the  strike  on  Thursday  he  said  he  had  most  of  the  American 
Railway  Union  men  out  in  CSincinnati,  Ludlow,  and  Coving- 
ton, and  that  those  who  were  not  out  would  be  out  the  next 
morning;  that  after  his  arrest  he  explained  that  his  course 
had  been  to  tie  up  the  freight  trains,  and  not  so  much  to  stop 
passenger  trains,  because  the  money  was  in  the  freight  busi- 
ness. Schaff,  Gibson,  and  Bender,  officers  of  the  Big  Four 
Railroad,  testify  that  Phelan  said  to  them  on  Thursday 
afternoon,  when  they  met  him  for  the  purpose  of  seeing 
whether  the  ^  embargo,''  as  Phelan  and  Debs  expressed  it, 
could  not  be  lifted  from  the  Big  Four,  because  it  was  a 
Wagner  sleeping  car  line,  that  he  proposed  to  tie  up  every 
line  in  town,  and  was  in  a  hurry,  because  he  must  go  over  and 
tie  up  the  l^an  Handle  and  the  C.  &  O.  before  sunset ;  and  that, 
just  to  show  Schaff  what  he  could  do,  he  had  called  out  some 
more  of  the  Big  Four  employ^  Phelan  and  those  members 
of  the  city  committee  who  accompanied  him  to  this  meeting 
deny  that  this  was  said,  but  by  their  denial  show  nothing 
save  that  their  loyalty  to  their  chief  is  greater  than  their  re- 
gard for  the  sanctity  of  their  oaths.  Westcott,  the  Enquirer 
reporter,  talked  with  Phelan  about  this  Schaff  interview,  and 
Phelan  said  that,  as  Schaff  tried  to  "^bluff"  him,  he  had 
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called  out  some  more  of  his  men,  to  show  that  he  had  no 
hard  feelings;  and  when  Westcott  expressed  surprise  at  that 
way  of  showing  friendliness,  Phelan  said  that  was  the  way  the 
American  Railway  Union  showed  its  friendliness  in  a  fight 
On  June  28th,  the  day  of  the  strike.  Debs  telegraphed  Phelan 
to  let  tbe  Big  Four  alone,  if  not  handling  Pullmans,  to  which 
Phelan  answered :  "  I  cannot  keep  others  out  if  Big  Four  is 
excepted.  The  rest  are  emphatic  on  all  together  or  none.  The 
tie-up  is  successful.  Once  more  will  Big  Four  be  let  alone.'' 
If  Phelan  was  not  the  chief  agent  and  inciter  of  the  general 
tie-up  in  Cincinnati,  he  has  been  most  unfortunate  in  the  use 
of  the  language  in  his  telegrams.  What  he  here  said  nec- 
essarily implied  that  he  had  induced  all  the  employ^  to  go 
out,  and  was  trying  to  keep  them  out,  and  that  they  threat- 
ened to  return  if  the  Big  Four  line  was  exempted  from  the 
tie-up. 

What  I  have  said  of  the  credibility  of  Phelan  in  reference 
to  his  agency  in  enforcing  the  boycott  and  tie-up  applies  with 
equal  force  to  nearly  all  his  witnesses,  especially  to  those 
from  his  city  committee.  They  would  have  the  court  believe 
that  Phelan  was  merely  a  peacemaker  in  this  community, 
with  no  responsibility  for  the  strike,  and  no  purpose  to 
incite  it  or  continue  it.  Take  Bateman.  He  was  a  switchman 
of  the  receiver,  and  on  the  subcommittee  of  the  road.  Debs 
had  been  applied  to  by  the  president  of  the  stock  yards  to 
allow  the  cattle  cars  to  be  unloaded,  and  Debs — ^presumably 
in  the  exercise  of  the  dispensing  power  given  him  by  the  con- 
stitution— ^had  directed  Phelan  to  have  this  done  if  no  in- 
jury to  the  cause  resulted.  Pending  this  matter,  Westcott 
was  inquir-  [811]  ing  into  the  outccnne,  and  applied  to  Bate- 
man as  a  subcommittee  for  information.  Westcott  says 
Bateman  told  him  the  stock  matter  was  in  Phelan's  hands, 
and  that  the  cattle  could  not  be  handled  without  Phelan's 
orders;  that  "whatever  Phelan  says,  goes."  Phelan  told 
Westcott  substantially  the  same  thing,  and  a  telegram  from 
Phelan  to  Debs  is  in  evidence,  in  whidi  he  says,  "  I  am  hav- 
ing stock  unloaded."  And  yet  Bateman  denies  his  conversa- 
tion with  Westcott,  and  another  member  of  the  city  commit- 
tee says  that  Phelan  had  nothing  to  do  with  it,  and  only 
applauded  when  it  was  done.    Every  oommittee  man  who 
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came  upoa  the  stand  (and  they  made  the  nuijority  of  con- 
temner's witnesses)  tried  to  give  the  impression  that  they 
were  not  acting  under  Phelan's  orders,  and  so  does  Phelan, 
and  yet  his  complete  command  is  so  apparent  that  it  cannot 
escape  any  one.  When  Phelan  forgot  himself  he  used  such 
expressions  as  "  my  committee,"  ^  I  instructed  them  to  do 
so  and  so,''  and  occasionally  such  telltale  wc^ds  would  creep 
into  the  evidence  of  all  his  witnesses.  Another  kind  of  state- 
ment indulged  in  by  Phelan  and  all  of  the  committee  was 
to  the  effect  that  these  committees  were  organized  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  keeping  the  peace,  and  assisting  the  sick,  pro- 
viding for  parades,  and  hiring  halls;  but  not  one  word  is 
said  about  the  efforts  of  the  committee  to  induce  men  to  leave 
the  employ  of  the  various  railroads,  and  yet,  if  Phelan's 
injunction  was  followed,  persuasion,  explanation,  and  argu- 
ment were  to  be  used  with  all  who  did  not  join  the  cause  at 
once.  The  committee  and  subcommittees  were  75  in  number. 
Phelan  told  Westcott  at  one  time  that  he  had  to  visit  rail- 
road yards  with  his  committee;  at  another  time  that  his  com- 
mittee were  out  visiting  the  various  yards,  to  see  the  day 
crews.  Evidently  they  were  visiting  the  men  who  remained 
still  at  work,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  them  to  quit;  and 
this,  though  not  mentioned  by  a  single  witness  for  the  de- 
fense, was  doubtless  one  of  the  chief  reasons  for  their  ap- 
pointment. 

With  the  intention  of  showing  that  he  has  been  guilty  of 
no  interference  with  a  compliance  with  the  orders  of  this 
court,  Phelan  said  upon  the  stand  that  he  knew  the  Southern 
Bailroad  was  operated  by  a  receiver  appointed  by  this  court, 
and  was  therefore  anxious*  to  avoid  interference  with  its  op- 
eration, and  prevented  the  calling  out  of  the  coach  cleaners 
in  the  Ludlow  yards  on  this  account  Moreover,  Buelte,  of 
his  city  committee,  testifies  that  the  Cincinnati  Southern  was 
especially  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  boycott  notice 
because  it  was  in  the  hands  of  the  court  And  yet  Tuesday 
night,  in  the  preparation  for  the  boycott  and  strike  whidi 
was  to  be  put  into  effect  on  Thursday  following,  through  the 
action  of  committees  in  respect  to  which  Phelan  himself  ad- 
mits he  made  suggestions,  and  which  were  appointed  under 
his  supervising  eye,  a  switchman  from  the  receiver's  yard 
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was  made  the  agent  of  the  American  Bailway  Union  and  its 
allies  to  notify  the  receiver's  yard  master  of  the  boycott 
The  notice  was  given,  and  the  strike  occurred  earlier  among 
the  receiver's  employes  than  among  those  on  some  of  the 
other  roads.  Phelan  told  Westcott  on  Thursday  afternoon 
that  the  men  were  all  out  on  the  [812]  Southern,  and  yet  this 
was  the  road  he  wished  to  save  from  the  boycott,  because  it 
was  in  the  hands  of  the  court  What  did  he  visit  Ludlow 
for  on  Friday,  and  address  a  meeting  of  railway  employes, 
if  he  intended  to  be  careful  about  interfering  with  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Southern  Railroad  by  the  court  f  There  are  no 
railway  employes  in  Ludlow  but  those  of  the  receiver.  What 
was  Bateman,  the  committee  man,  doing  in  that  place  in  at- 
tendance  at  two  other  meetings,  if  the  respect  of  Phelan  and 
his  committee  for  the  court's  orders  was  so  great  f  The  pur- 
pose with  reference  to  the  Southern,  as  with  respect  to  every 
other  road,  is  so  clearly  sliown  by  the  telegrams  between 
Debs  and  Phelan,  that  it  could  hardly  be  more  certain  if 
Phelan  had  admitted  it. 

Debs  to  Phelan : 

•*  June  27, 1894. 
"  Indications  are  that  aU  western  lines  will  be  tied  up  solidly  be- 
fore sunset  to-day." 

Phelan  to  Debs : 

-June  28,  ISOi. 
"  I  cannot  keep  others  out  if  Big  Four  is  excepted.    The  rest  are 
emphatic  on  all  together  or  none.    The  tie-up  is  successful." 

Debs  to  Phelan: 

"June  29,  1894. 
"About    26    lines    now    paralyzed.    More    following.    Tremendous 
blockade." 

Debs  to  Phelan : 

-July  2,  1894. 
'*  Knock  it  to  them  hard  as  possible.    Ke^  Big  Four  out,  and  help 
get  them  out  at  other  places." 

Phelan  to  Debs: 

"July  2,  1894. 
"Going  out  all  around.    Firemen  a  unit    Will  soon  be  an  ava- 
lanche to  us.    Working  outside  points." 

Debs  to  Phelan : 

"July  2.  1894 
"  Hold  Big  Four  solid.    Going  out  to-day  at  every  point    Gaining 
ground  rapidly." 
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DebstoPhelan: 

-July  2,  tSOi. 

*^AdTices  from  all  points  show  onr  position  strengthened.  Bald- 
more  and  Ohio,  Pan  Handle,  Big  Four,  Lake  Shore,  Erie,  Grand 
Trunk,  and  Mich.  Central  are  now  in  fight  Take  measures  to 
paralyze  all  those  that  enter  Cincinnati.  Not  a  wheel  turning  on 
Grand  Trunk  between  here  and  Canadian  line." 

I  have  now  gone  over,  more  at  length  than  necessary, 
perhaps,  the  evidence  concerning  Phelan^s  connection  with 
the  boycott  and  strike,  his  purpose  in  coming  to  Cincinnati, 
and  what  he  did  here,  and  I  find  the  fact  to  be  that  he  came 
here  deputed  by  Debs,  president  of  the  American  Railway 
Union,  and  its  board  of  directors,  to  enforce  a  boycott  against 
the  cars  of  the  PnUman  Company  by  inciting  all  the  em- 
ployes of  the  railroads  running  into  Cincinnati  to  leave 
their  employ,  and  thereby  to  tie  up  every  road,  and  [^1^3] 
paralyze  all  traffic  of  every  kind  until  all  of  the  railroads 
should  consent  not  to  carry  Pullman  cars  in  their  trains;  and 
that  his  plan  and  his  actions  were  directed  as  much  against 
the  Cincinnati  Southern  road  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver  of 
this  court  as  against  every  other  road  in  the  city;  and  that 
he  knew,  when  he  inaugurated  the  boycott  on  the  Southern 
road  and  incited  the  receiver's  employes  to  strike,  that  the 
road  was  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  and  was  being  oper- 
ated under  the  order  of  this  court. 

We  come  now  to  consider  the  question  of  fact  whether  Phe- 
lan  in  any  of  his  speeches  advised  intimidation,  threats,  or 
violence  in  carrying  out  the  boycott  lie  is  charged  with 
having  said,  on  Thursday  night,  June  28th,  at  the  meeting 
at  West  End  Turner  HaU,  that  the  strike  was  then  declared 
on;  that  it  was  the  duty  of  every  A.  R.  U.  man  to  quit  work, 
to  induce  and  coax  other  men  to  go  out,  and,  if  this  was  not 
successful,  to  take  a  club,  and  knock  them  out  He  is  charged 
with  having  said,  on  the  same  or  another  occasion  during 
the  same  week,  that  the  committees  should  be  appointed  to 
persuade  men  to  go  out;  that,  if  they  would  not  go,  then  the 
conmiittee  should  get  round  behind,  and  kick  them  out  The 
meetings  at  which  these  remarks  were  said  to  have  been  made 
were  behind  closed  doors,  and  no  newspaper  reporters  were 
permitted  to  be  present  Only  A.  R.  U.  men  and  railroad 
employ^  made  up  the  audience.    The  first  charge  is  sup- 
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ported  by  the  evidence  of  one  J.  O.  Sweeney,  a  timekeeper 
of  the  Big  Four  Railway,  and  he  is,  so  far  as  the  evidence 
shows,  a  wholly  disinterested  witness;  and  by  the  evidence 
of  one  E.  W.  Dormer,  a  witness  whose  credibility  I  shall 
consider  later.  They  both  say  that  the  remark  elicited  much 
applause,  and  that,  shortly  before  or  after,  Phelan  advised 
them  to  be  law-abiding  citizens.  To  this  charge  Phelan 
makes  an  explanatory  answer  as  follows: 

**I  told  nobody  to  tske  a  club,  and  do  anything  with  anybody.  I 
upon  several  occasions  in  this  city,  have  used  about  that  one  expres- 
sion about  in  the  same  line  with  that,  the  substance  of  which  is  about 
this:  I  have  told  the  boys — different  ones — ^there  was  a  good  deal  of 
demands  upon  me  to  go  around  and  see  everybody  and  explain  this 
Pullman  trouble.  I  was  worried  to  death.  ♦  ♦  ♦  I  said,  'You 
constitute  yourselves  a  committee  of  one,  each  of  you,  and  go  to  the 
people, — ^the  community  in  which  you  live.  Go  to  the  boys, — I  mean 
their  acquaintances, — and  explain  to  them  this  trouble.  Talk  to  them 
about  it  Beseech  them  to  listen,  because  I  want  them  to  get  the  idea 
before  they  would  condemn  us  about  it;  but  do  not  take  a  club,  and 
knock  them  in  the  head  about  it'  The  peculiarity  of  the  speech 
elicited  applause,  but  I  am  afraid  It  was  taken  the  other  way." 

With  reference  to  the  second  charge,  it  is  supported  by  the 
evidence  of  E.  W.  Dormer,  who  testifies  he  heard  Phelan  say 
it  An  account  of  the  speech  in  which  it  was  said  to  have 
occurred  was  published  in  the  Cincinnati  Enquirer  of  June 
29th,  and  read  to  Phelan  by  counsel  for  the  receiver.  It  was 
as  follows: 

**  Mr.  Phelan  addressed  the  men  familiarly.  *  He  who  Is  not  with  us 
in  this  struggle  is  against  us,  and  will  be  so  regarded.'  Then  he  spoke 
in  scathing  tones  of  the  Pullmans.  'We  want  no  weak-kneed  indi- 
viduals with  us ;  we  want  warriors.'  Mr.  Phelan  then  launched  into 
an  eloquent  denunciation  of  Grand  Master  Arthur,  of  the  order  of 
locomotive  engineers.    '  He  has  not  the  courage  to  declare  a  strike.' " 

[814]  So  far  Phelan  admitted  the  truth  of  the  article. 
The  article  proceeded: 

"When  this  strike  is  declared,  as  It  will  be  before  you  go  home 
to-night  the  members  of  the  American  Railway  Union  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, Oregon,  Chicago,  and  all  over  the  great  west  will  stand  by  you 
to  the  bitter  end." 

As  to  this  he  said  he  did  not  recollect  it,  though  he  would 
not  deny  it  ''  It  might  have  accidentally  slipped  out,"  he 
said.  The  article,  after  stating  the  passage  of  a  resolution 
not  to  go  back  to  work  till  the  strike  was  declared  off,  which 
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resolution  Fhelan  said  upon  the  stand  that  he  never  heard 
of,  proceeded: 

"^Mr.  Pbelan  then  resumed:  *We  most  stand* solidly  together  In 
this  hoar  of  trial,  and«  If  anybody  returns  to  work,  or  takes  the  place 
of  strikers,  seize  them  by  the  back  of  the  neck,  and  throw  them  out.' " 

Upon  this  passage  the  examination  was  as  follows: 

••  Q.  Did  you  say  that?— A.  I  don't  recollect  Q.  Will  you  swear  to 
the  court  you  did  not  say  it?— -A.  I  don't  recollect  of  saying  It 
Q.  Will  you  swear  you  did  not? — A.  I  don't  recollect  of  saying  It 
Q.  That  Is  as  much  as  you  will  say?— A.  That  is  as  much  as  I  will 
say.  I  win  state  this,  however,  if  you  want  any  Qualification  on  It 
Q.  I  don't  want  any  qualification. — ^A.  If  I  did  say  it,  I  meant  to 
throw  them  out  of  the  organisation." 

This  was  not  a  denial  of  the  remark  at  all,  but  a  statement 
that  it  meant  scxnething  different  from  what  it  purported 
to  mean.  Phelan  said  several  times  in  his  examination  that 
in  a  speech  remarks  slip  out  that  one  does  not  intend.  Cer- 
tainly, if  he  did  not  intend  personal  intimidation  by  this 
remark,  it  was  an  unfortunate  one. 

An  attack  is  made  on  the  credibility  of  Dormer.  He  was 
a  detective  in  the  employ  of  Field's  Detective  Agency  of 
St.  Louis,  and  in  the  employ  of  the  receiver,  ostensibly  as 
a  brakeman  at  first,  and  afterwards  a  striker,  under  the 
name  of  Williams.  His  character  has  not  been  attacked 
otherwise  than  by  showing  his  assumption  of  a  false  ap- 
pearance and  name.  There  is  evidence  tending  to  show  a 
willingness  on  his  part  to  involve  some  of  his  fellow  strikers 
in  a  trespass  on  the  company's  property,  but  I  am  bound  to 
say  that  his  accuracy  as  to  everything  else  that  occurred  at 
the  meetings  which  he  attended  has  been  borne  out  by  the 
evidence  of  Phelan  and  his  witnesses  as  far  as  they  are  will- 
ing to  recollect  Were  the  charges  as  to  Phelan's  language 
dependent  on  Dormer's  statement  alone,  I  should  not  give 
them  sufficient  weight  to  overcome  positive  denials  from 
Phelan ;  but  the  difficulty  with  Phelan's  case  is  that  he  does 
not  really  and  positively  deny  the  statement  of  Dormer, 
but  seeks  to  give  the  language  another  meaning,  which  it 
cannot  bear.  He  contends  in  respect  to  each  of  the  charges 
of  inciting  violence  that  his  meaning  was  misunderstood. 
fi[ad  his  evidence  and  that  of  his  committee  upon  the  main 
issues  in  this  case  not  been  most  evasive  and  wanting  in 
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sinoerity,  I  should  still  be  inclined  to  £^ye  Phelan's  expla- 
nations credit,  and  give  him  the  benefit  of  a  doubt  on  this 
point;  but  his  whole  case  breaks  down  with  the  attempt  of 
himself  and  his  followers  to  conceal  and  pervert  the  most 
apparent  fact  in  the  case,  namely,  that  he  instigated,  engi- 
neered, and  con-  [815]  trolled  the  boycott  and  strike  at  Cin- 
cinnati from  beginning  to  end.  After  this  his  denials  and 
evasions  can  be  given  little  weight.  It  is  doubtless  true 
that  Phelan  did  tell  his  men  to  be  law-abiding,  that  he  did 
tell  them  to  stay  out  of  saloons,  and  off  the  company's  prop- 
erty, in  public,  and  that  he  did  not  wish  his  followers  to 
subject  themselves  to  the  punishment  of  the  law.  Westcott 
testifies  to  this,  and  so  do  Dormer  and  Sweeney,  and  this 
has  doubtless  prevented  many  open  assaults  and  trespasses. 
But  I  do  not  doubt  that  at  tiie  same  time  he  encouraged  in 
them  a  vicious  and  malicious  disposition  towards  those  of 
their  fellows  who  did  not  join  with  them  in  this  boycott,  by 
expressions  of  the  kind  testified  to  by  Sweeney  and  Dormer, 
and  most  evasively  denied  by  Phelan,  slyly  slipped  in  where 
they  could  be  given  a  double  meaning  if  questioned. 

The  expressions  were  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  into 
operation  that  secret  terrorism  which  is  so  effective  for  dis- 
couraging new  men  from  filling  the  strikers'  places,  and 
which  is  so  hard  to  prove  in  a  court  of  justice  unless  it  re- 
sults in  open  assault.  That  Phelan  openly  discouraged  con- 
flict with  the  law  is  to  his  credit  as  a  strike  organizer,  for  he 
wished  public  sympathy;  but  that  he  wished  the  aid  of  that 
secret  terrorism,  which  is  quite  as  unlawful,  seems  to  me 
to  be  established.  The  town  of  Ludlow  has  been  in  such  a 
state  that  the  receiver's  employfe  who  live  there  have  been 
in  constant  fear.  Two  engineers  have  left  the  town,  and 
moved  their  families  away.  The  receiver  has  boarded  em- 
ploy&  within  guarded  precincts.  It  has  been  shown  that 
storekeepers  of  Ludlow  have  refused  to  sell  goods  to  the 
receiver's  employes  because  they  were  boycotted.  Threats 
have  been  made,  and  an  assault.  Insulting  and  aggressive 
language  has  been  used  to  receiver's  employes  on  both  sides 
of  the  river.  Threats  are  hard  to  prove.  If  effective,  they 
not  only  keep  away  the  employes  from  service,  but  the  wit- 
ness from  the  stand.    The  receiver  has  been  obliged  to  keep 
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a  large  force  of  the  United  States  deputy  marshals  on  both 
sides  of  the  river  and  on  his  engines  and  trains  in  order  to 
induce  his  employes,  new  and  old,  to  remain  in  his  service. 
I  cannot  presume  that  such  protection  was  invoked  by  the 
employes  because  of  groundless  fears.  The  question  of  fact 
whether  Phelan  used  expressions  in  his  speeches  behind 
closed  doors  to  the  employ^  of  the  receiver  which  were  cal- 
culated to  induce  intimidation  is  not  of  primary  importance 
in  this  case,  for,  as  will  hereafter  be  seen,  his  interference 
with  the  operation  of  the  Southern  road  by  the  instigation 
and  maintenance  of  the  boycott  and  strike  against  the  road 
was  the  main  contempt  of  this  court  The  suggestions  lead- 
ing to  intimidations  would  only  be  aggravations  of  the  con- 
tempt; that  is  all. 
Section  725,  Bev.  St.  U.  S.,  provides  that: 

"The  said  courts  [L  e.  courts  of  the  United  States]  shall  have 
power  to  Impose  and  administer  all  necessary  oaths  and  to  ponish  by 
fine  or  imprisonment  at  the  discretion  of  the  courts  contempt  of  their 
authority:  provided,  that  such  power  to  punish  contempts  shall  not 
be  construed  to  extend  to  any  cases  except  the  misbehayiour  of  any 
person  In  their  presence,  or  so  near  thereto  as  to  obstruct  the  officers 
of  said  courts  In  their  official  transactions,  and  the  [816]  disobe- 
dience or  resistance  by  any  such  officer,  or  by  any  party.  Juror,  wit- 
ness, or  other  person,  to  any  lawful  writ,  process,  order,  rule,  decree, 
or  command  of  the  said  courts." 

It  has  been  held  by  Judge  Drummond  in  Secor  v.  BaUroad 
Oo.^  7  Biss.  613,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12605,  that  any  unlawful 
interference  with  the  operation  of  a  road  in  the  hands  of 
a  receiver  is  a  contempt  of  the  court,  because  it  is  a  dis- 
obedience or  resistance  by  a  person  to  a  lawful  order  of 
the  court  This  view  has  been  taken  by  Judges  Brewer  and 
Treat  in  U.  S.  v.  Kanej  23  Fed.  748;  and  in  Be  DooUttle^ 
Id.  544;  and  by  Judge  Pardee  in  Re  Higgina^  27  Fed.  448. 
These  authorities  show  that  any  willful  attempt  by  any  one, 
with  knowledge  that  the  road  is  in  the  hands  of  the  court, 
to  prevent  or  impede  the  receiver  from  complying  with  the 
order  of  the  court  in  running  the  road,  when  the  attempt 
is  unlawful,  and  as  between  private  individuals,  would  give 
a  right  of  action  for  damages,  is  a  contempt  of  the  order  of 
the  court  The  rights  of  the  receiver  with  reference  to  his 
business  in  conducting  the  railroad  under  order  of  the  court 
are  not  different  in  any  respect  from  those  of  a  private  rail- 
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way  corporation.  The  only  difference  is  in  the  remedy 
which  the  courts  will  apply  to  prevent  or  to  punish  a  viola- 
tion of  them  when  such  a  violation  prevents  or  impedes  the 
operation  of  the  road,  and  is  intended  to  do  so. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Phelan  intended  to  prevent  utterly 
the  operation  of  the  Southern  road  by  calling  out  the  re- 
ceiver's employes.  He  wished  thus  to  paralyze  his  busi- 
ness. He  did  the  trust  a  very  substantial  injury  by  stopping 
all  traffic  for  a  time,  by  making  it  necessary  for  the  receiver 
to  pay  heavy  expenses  for  unusual  police  protection,  and 
by  putting  him  to  much  trouble  and  expense  in  securing  new 
employfe.  Now,  if  the  receiver  were  a  private  corporation, 
could  he  recover  damages  for  the  injury  thus  inflicted  on 
the  business  of  the  road  ?  A  malicious  or  unlawful  interfer- 
ence with  the  business  of  another  by  inducing  his  employes 
to  leave  his  service  is  an  actionable  wrong,  and  subjects  the 
offender  to  liability  for  the  loss  occasioned.  In  Walker  v. 
Oroninj  107  Mass.  555,  it  was  held  that  a  count  in  a  declara- 
tion which  alleged  that  a  plaintiff  was  a  manufacturer  of 
shoes,  and  for  the  prosecution  of  his  business  it  was  necessary 
for  him  to  employ  many  shoemakers;  that  the  defendants. 
Well  knowing  this,  did  maliciously  and  without  justifiable 
cause  molest  him  in  carrying  on  said  business,  with  the  un- 
lawful purpose  of  preventing  him  from  carrying  it  on,  and 
willfully  induced  many  shoemakers  who  were  in  his  employ- 
ment, and  others  who  were  about  to  enter  it,  to  abandon  it 
without  his  consent  and  against  his  will;  and  that  thereby 
the  plaintiff  lost  their  services  and  profits  and  advantages, 
and  was  put  to  great  expense  to  procure  other  suitable  work- 
men, and  was  otherwise  injured  in  his  business, — ^stated  a 
good  cause  of  action.  See,  also,  Sherry  v.  Perkins^  147  Mass. 
212, 17  N.  E.  307. 

The  real  question,  therefore,  is  whether  the  act  of  Phelan 
in  instigating  and  inciting  the  employes  of  the  receiver  to 
leave  his  employ  was  without  lawful  excuse,  and  therefore 
malicious.  The  question  is  not  whether  such  an  act  would 
subject  Phelan  to  punishment  [817]  by  indictment  and 
trial  under  the  criminal  laws,  but  whether  the  act  was  un- 
lawful in  the  sense  that  he  could  be  made  to  pay  damages 
for  the  loss  occasioned.    Of  course,  if  the  act  would  subject 
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him  to  punishment  for  an  indictable  misdemeanor  and 
crime,  a  fortiori  would  the  act  be  unlawful ;  but  his  act  may 
be  a  contempt  without  being  a  crime. 

Now,  it  may  be  conceded  in  the  outset  that  the  employfa 
of  the  receiver  had  the  right  to  organize  into  or  to  join  a 
labor  union  which  should  take  joint  action  as  to  their  terms 
of  employment  It  is  of  benefit  to  them  and  to  the  public 
that  laborers  should  unite  in  their  conmion  interest  and  for 
lawful  purposes.  They  have  labor  to  sell.  If  they  stand 
together,  they  are  often  able,  all  of  them,  to  command  better 
prices  for  their  labor  than  when  dealing  singly  with  rich 
employers,  because  the  necessities  of  a  single  employ^  may 
compel  him  to  accept  any  terms  offered  him.  The  accumula- 
tion of  a  fund  for  the  support  of  those  who  feel  that  the 
wages  offered  are  below  market  prices  is  one  of  the  legiti- 
mate objects  of  such  an  organization.  They  have  the  right 
to  appoint  officers  who  shall  advise  them  as  to  the  course  to 
be  taken  by  them  in  their  relations  with  their  employer. 
They  may  unite  with  other  unions.  The  officers  they  appoint, 
or  any  other  person  to  whom  they  choose  to  listen,  may  ad- 
vise them  as  to  the  proper  course  to  be  taken  by  them  in 
regard  to  their  employment,  or,  if  they  choose  to  repose  such 
authority  in  any  one,  may  order  them,  on  pain  of  expulsion 
from  their  union,  peaceably  to  leave  the  employ  of  their 
employer  because  any  of  the  terms  of  their  employment  are 
unsatisfactory.  It  follows,  therefore  (to  give  an  illustration 
which  will  be  understood) ,  that  if  Phelan  had  come  to  this 
dty  when  the  receiver  reduced  the  wages  of  his  employes 
by  10  per  cent,  and  had  urged  a  peaceable  strike,  and  had 
succeeded  in  maintaining  one,  the  loss  to  the  business  of  the 
receiver  would  not  be  ground  for  recovering  damages,  and 
Phelan  would  not  have  been  liable  to  contempt  even  if  the 
strike  much  impeded  the  operation  of  the  road  under  the  order 
of  the  court  His  action  in  giving  the  advice,  or  issuing  an 
order  based  on  unsatisfactory  terms  of  employment,  would 
have  been  entirdy  lawful.  But  his  coming  here,  and  his 
advice  to  the  Southern  Bailway  emplpy^s,  or  to  the  em- 
ployfe  of  other  roads,  to  quit,  had  nothing  to  do  with  their 
terms  of  employment  They  were  not  dissatisfied  with  their 
service  or  their  pay.    Phelan  came  to  Cincinnati  to  carry 
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out  the  purpose  of  a  combination  of  men,  and  his  act  in  in- 
citing the  employes  of  all  Cincinnati  roads  to  quit  service 
was  part  of  that  combination.  If  the  combination  was  un- 
lawful, then  every  act  in  pursuance  of  it  was  unlawful,  and 
his  instigation  of  the  strike  would  be  an  unlawful  wrong 
done  by  him  to  every  railway  company  in  the  city,  for 
which  tixey  can  recover  damages,  and  for  which,  so  far  as  his 
acts  affected  the  Southern  Railway,  he  is  in  contempt  of  this 
court 

Now,  what  was  the  combination  and  its  legal  character? 
Was  it  an  unlawful  conspiracy?  I  do  not  mean  by  this 
an  indictable  conspiracy,  because  that  depends  on  the  statute; 
but  was  it  a  conspiracy  [818]  at  common  law?  If  it  was, 
then  injury  inflicted  would  be  without  legal  justification, 
and  malicious.  A  conspiracy  is  a  combination  of  two  or 
more  persons,  by  concerted  action,  to  accomplish  a  criminal 
or  unlawful  purpose,  or  some  purpose  not  in  itself  criminal 
or  unlawful,  by  criminal  or  unlawful  means.  Pettibone  v. 
U.  S.y  148  U.  S.  197,  13  Sup.  Ct  542.  What  were  the  pur- 
poses of  this  combination  of  Debs,  Phelan,  and  the  American 
Railway  Union  board  of  directors?  They  proposed  to  in- 
flict pecuniary  injury  on  Pullman  by  compelling  the  railway 
companies  to  give  up  using  his  cars,  and,  on  the  refusal  of 
the  railway  companies  to  yield  to  compulsion,  to  inflict 
pectmiary  injury  on  the  railway  companies  by  inciting  their 
employes  to  quit  their  services,  and  thus  paralyze  their  busi- 
ness. It  could  not  have  been  unknown  to  the  combiners  that 
the  Pullman  cars  were  operated  by  the  railway  companies 
under  contracts  with  Pullman.  Such  large  transactions 
are  never  conducted  without  contracts  saving  the  rights  of 
both  sides,  and  the  combiners  had  every  reason  to  believe  that 
it  would  be  a  violation  of  those  contracts  for  the  companies 
to  refuse  further  to  haul  Pullman  cars  in  their  trains.  One 
purpose  of  the  combination  was  to  compel  railway  companies 
to  injure  Pullman  by  breaking  their  contracts  with  him. 
The  receiver  of  this  court  is  under  contract  to  Pullman, 
which  he  would  have  to  break  were  he  to  yield  to  the  demand 
of  Phelan  and  his  associates.  The  breach  of  a  contract  is 
unlawful.    A  combination  with  that  as  its  purpose  is  unlaw- 
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ful,  and  is  a  conspiracy.  Angle  v.  Railway  Oo.^  151  U.  S. 
1, 14  Sup.  Ct  240. 

But  the  combination  was  unlawful  without  respect  to  the 
contract  feature.  It  was  a  boycott.  The  employes  of  the 
railway  companies  had  no  grievance  against  their  employers. 
Handling  and  hauling  Pullman  cars  did  not  render  their 
services  any  more  burdensome.  They  had  no  complaint 
against  the  use  of  Pullman  cars  as  cars.  They  came  into 
no  natural  relation  with  Pullman  in  handling  the  cars.  He 
paid  them  no  wages.  He  did  not  regulate  their  hours,  or 
in  any  way  determine  their  services.  Simply  to  injure  him 
in  his  business,  they  were  incited  and  encouraged  to  compel 
the  railway  companies  to  withdraw  custom  from  him  by 
threats  of  quitting  their  service,  and  actually  quitting  their 
service.  This  inflicted  an  injury  on  the  companies  that  was 
very  great,  and  it  was  unlawful,  because  it  was  without  law- 
ful excuse.  All  the  employes  had  the  right  to  quit  their 
employment,  but  they  had  no  right  to  combine  to  quit  in 
order  thereby  to  compel  their  employer  to  withdraw  from 
a  mutually  profitable  relation  with  a  third  person  for  the 
purpose  of  injuring  that  third  person,  when  the  relation 
thus  sought  to  be  broken  had  no  effect  whatever  on  the 
character  or  reward  of  their  service.  It  is  the  motive 
for  quitting,  and  the  end  sought  thereby,  that  make  the 
injury  inflicted  unlawful,  and  the  combination  by  which  it 
is  effected,  an  unlawful  conspiracy.  The  distinction  between 
an  ordinary  lawful  and  peaceable  strike  entered  upon  to 
obtain  concessions  in  the  terms  of  the  strikers'  employment 
and  a  boycott  is  not  a  fanciful  one,  or  one  which  needs  the 
power  of  fine  distinction  to  determine  which  is  which. 
Every  laboring  man  recognizes  the  one  or  the  other  as  quick- 
[819]  ly  as  the  lawyer  or  the  judge.  The  combination  un- 
der discussion  was  a  boycott.  It  was  so  termed  by  Debs, 
Phelan,  and  all  engaged  in  it.  Boycotts,  though  unaccom- 
panied by  violence  or  intimidation,  have  been  pronounced 
unlawful  in  every  state  of  the  United  States  where  the 
question  has  arisen,  unless  it  be  in  Minnesota ;  and  they  are 
held  to  be  unlawful  in  England. 

In  Moores  v.  Bricklayers^  Union,  23  Wkly.  Cin.  Law  Bull. 
48,  a  union  which  embraces  95  per  cent,  of  the  bricklayers  of 
10670^-5.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 ^19 
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Cincinnati  got  into  a  controvei'sy  with  Parker,  a  boss  brick- 
layer, concerning  apprentices  and  other  matters.'  The  union 
boycotted  Parker,  and  notified  all  material  men  that  any  one 
selling  him  material  would  themselves  be  boycotted.  Moores 
&  Co.  continued  to  sell  Parker  lime.  Thereupon  the  union 
notified  all  of  plaintiffs^  customers  and  probable  customers 
that  none  of  its  members  would  work  Moores  &  Co.'s 
materials,  and  seriously  damaged  the  business  of  Moores  & 
Co.  There  was  no  violence,  actual  or  threatened,  in  the  case. 
Moores  &  Co.  sued  the  Bricklayers'  Union  and  some  of  its 
prominent  members  for  the  damages  caused  by  the  boycott. 
This  case  was  tried  before  a  jury  in  the  superior  court  of  Cin- 
cinnati, and  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  of  $2,500. 
The  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  reserved  to  the  general  term, 
where  the  case  was  fully  considered,  and  the  conclusion 
reached  that  the  verdict  must  stand,  because  the  combination 
to  injure  Moores  &  Co.  was  an  unlawful  conspiracy.  The 
case  was  then  carried  by  writ  of  error  to  the  supreme  court 
of  Ohio,  and  the  judgment  of  the  superior  court  was  affirmed, 
without  opinion.  By  the  common  law  of  Ohio,  therefore, 
boycot^  are  illegal  conspiracies.  I  quote  from  the  opinion  of 
the  superior  court  in  that  case  two  passages,  which  seem  to 
me  to  state  the  ground  for  holding  boycotts  illegal : 

"  We  are  dealing  in  this  case  with  common  rights.  Every  man»  be 
he  capitalist,  merchant,  employer,  laborer,  or  professional  man,  is 
entitled  to  invest  his  capital,  to  carry  on  his  business,  to  bestow  his 
labor,  or  to  exercise  his  calling,  if  within  the  \&w,  according  to  his 
pleasure.  Generally  speaking,  if,  in  the  exercise  of  such  a  right  by 
one,  another  suffers  a  loss,  he  has  no  ground  of  action.  Thus,  if 
two  merchants  are  in  the  same  business  in  the  same  place,  and  the 
business  of  the  one  is  Injured  by  the  competition,  the  loss  is  caused  by 
the  other's  pursuing  his  lawful  right  to  carry  on  business  as  seems 
best  to  him.  In  this  legitimate  clash  of  common  rights  the  loss  which 
Is  suffered  is  damnnm  absque  injuria.  So  it  may  reduce  the  employer's 
profits  that  his  workmen  will  not  work  at  former  prices,  and  that  he 
is  obliged  to  pay  on  a  higher  scale  of  wages.  The  loss  which  he  sus- 
tains, if  it  can  be  called  such,  arises  merely  from  the  exercise  of  the 
workman's  lawful  right  to  work  for  such  wages  as  he  chooses,  and 
to  get  as  high  rate  as  he  can.  It  is  caused  by  the  workman,  but  it 
gives  no  right  of  action.  Again,  if  a  workman  is  called  upon  to  work 
with  the  material  of  a  certain  dealer,  and  it  is  of  such  a  character  as 
either  to  make  his  labor  greater  than  that  sold  by  another,  or  Is  hurt- 
ful to  the  person  using  it,  or  for  any  other  reason  is  not  satisfactory 
to  the  workman,  he  may  lawfully  notify  his  employers  of  his  objec- 
tion, and  refuse  to  work  it  The  loss  of  the  material  man  in  his  sales 
caused  by  such  action  of  the  workman  is  not  a  legal  injury,  and  not 
the  subject  of  action.    And  so  it  may  be  said  that  in  these  respects 
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what  one  workman  may  do,  many  may  do,  and  many  may  combine  to 
do  without  giving  the  sufferer  any  right  of  action  against  those  who 
cause  his  loss.    But  on  this  common  ground  of  common  rights,  where 
every  one  is  lawfully  struggling  for  the  [880]  mastery,  and  where 
losses  suffered  must  be  borne,  there  are  losses  willfully  caused  to  one 
by  another  in  the  exercise  of  what  otherwise  would  be  a  lawful  right, 
from  sUnple  motives  of  malice. 

•  •••••• 

"  The  normal  operation  of  competition  in  trade  is  the  keeping  away 
or  getting  away  patronage  from  rivals  by  inducements  offered  to  the 
trading  public  The  normal  operation  of  the  right  to  labor  is  the 
securing  of  better  terms  by  refusing  to  contract  to  labor  except  on 
ruch  terms.  *  *  *  If  the  workmen  of  an  employer  refuse  to  work 
for  him  except  on  better  terms,  at  a  time  when  their  withdrawal  will 
cause  great  loss  to  him,  and  they  intentionally  inflict  such  loss  to 
coerce  him  to  come  to  their  terms,  they  are  bona  fide  exercising  their 
lawful  rights  to  dispose  of  their  labor  for  the  purpose  of  lawful  gain. 
But  the  dealings  between  Parker  Bros,  and  their  material  men,  or 
between  such  material  men  and  their  customers,  had  not -the  remotest 
natural  connection  either  with  defendants'  wages  or  their  other  terms 
of  employment  There  was  no  competition  or  possible  contractual 
relation  between  plaintiffs  and  defendants  where  their  interests  were 
naturally  opposed.  The  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  their  material 
was  not  one  which,  in  its  exercise,  brought  them  into  legitimate  con- 
flict with  the  rights  of  defendants  to  dispose  of  their  labor  as  they 
chose.  The  conflict  was  brought  about  by  the  effort  of  defendants  to 
use  plaintiffs'  right  of  trade  to  injure  Parker  Bros.,  and,  upon  failure 
of  this,  to  use  plaintiffs'  customers'  right  of  trade  to  injure  plaintiflls. 
Such  effort  cannot  be  in  the  bona  flde  exercise  of  trade,  is  without 
Just  cause,  and  is,  therefore,  malicious.  The  immediate  motive  of 
defendants  here  was  to  show  to  the  building  world  what  punishment 
and  disaster  necessarily  followed  a  defiance  of  their  demands.  The 
remote  motive  of  wishing  to  better  their  condition  by  the  power  so 
acquired  will  not,  as  we  think  we  have  shown,  make  any  legal  Justifi- 
cation for  defendants'  acts." 

And  so  here  there  was  no  natural  relation  between  Pull* 
man  and  the  railway  employ^,  and  their  attempt  to  injure 
the  companies  because  they  would  not  injure  him  is  without 
cause,  and  malicious,  and  is  unlawful,  even  though  the 
injury  is  inflicted  merely  by  quitting  employment. 

Temperton  v.  RusseU  (1898)  1  Q.  B.  716,  was  a  case 
quite  like  the  case  just  cited.  There  a  firm  of  builders 
refused  to  obey  certain  rules  laid  down  by  three  trades  unions 
connected  witii  the  building  trade  at  HulL  Thereupon  a 
joint  committee  of  the  unions  boycotted  the  building  firm; 
that  is,  they  attempted  to  prevent  it  from  procuring  any 
materials  by  notifying  material  men  not  to  furnish  them, 
on  pain  of  being  themselves  boycotted.  The  plaintiff,  a 
material  man,  refused  to  comply  with  its  demand,  and  the 
unions  then  demanded  of  his  material  men  not  to  furnish 
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him  any  material,  with  the  threat  that,  if  they  did  so,  their 
workmen  would  quit.  The  result  of  this  was  that  contracts 
for  supplies  to  the  plaintiff  were  broken,  and  others  who, 
but  for  the  threats,  would  have  made  contracts,  were  deterred 
from  doing  so.  It  was  held  that  the  boycott  was  an  unlawful 
conspiracy,  and  that  the  joint  committee  of  the  imions  who 
were  sued  were  liable  in  damages  for  a  malicious  interfer- 
ence with  the  plaintiff's  business.  There  was  no  violence 
or  threatened  violence  in  this  case.  The  case  was  decided 
by  the  court  of  appeal  of  England,  consisting  of  Lord  Ester, 
master  of  rolls,  and  Lopes  and  A.  L.  Smith,  lord  justices. 

In  Oarew  v.  Rutherford^  106  Mass.  1,  a  contracting  stone 
mason,  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the  union,  sent  some  of  his 
material  out  of  the  state  to  be  dressed,  and  his  men,  members 
of  the  union,  re-  [821]  fused  to  work  for  him  any  longer 
unless  he  paid  a  fine  to  the  imion,  and  did  not  return  until  he 
paid  the  fine.  This  was  held  to  be  illegal  conspiracy  for  the 
purpose  of  extortion  and  mischief,  and  the  employer  was 
given  a  judgment  for  the  recovery  of  the  fine  and  damages. 

Boycotts  have  been  declared  illegal  conspiracies  in  State  v. 
Gliddeuj  66  Conn.  46,  8  Atl.  890;  in  State  v.  Stewart^  69  Vt 
278,  9  Atl.  669;  Steamship  Co.  v.  McKenna^  80  Fed.  48; 
Casey  v.  Typographical  Union^  46  Fed.  186;  Toledo,  A.  A. 
dk  N.  M.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.,  64  Fed.  780,  788;  and 
in  other  cases. 

But  the  illegal  character  of  this  combination  with  Debs 
at  its  head  and  Phelan  as  an  associate  does  not  depend  alone 
on  the  general  law  of  boycotts.  The  gigantic  character  of 
the  conspiracy  of  the  American  Railway  Union  staggers  the 
imagination.  The  railroads  have  become  as  necessary  to  life 
and  health  and  comfort  of  the  people  of  this  country  as  are 
the  arteries  on  the  human  body,  and  yet  Debs  and  Phelan  and 
their  associates  proposed,  by  inciting  the  employes  of  all  the 
railways  in  the  country  to  suddenly  quit  their  service 
without  any  dissatisfaction  with  the  terms  of  their  own  em- 
ployment, to  paralyze  utterly  all  the  traffic  by  which  the  peo- 
ple live,  and  in  this  way  to  compel  Pullman,  for  whose  acts 
neither  the  public  nor  the  railway  companies  are  in  the 
slightest  degree  responsible,  and  over  whose  acts  tiiey  can 
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lawfully  exercise  no  control,  to  pay  more  wages  to  his  em- 
ployes. The  merits  of  the  controversy  between  Pullman  and 
his  employ^  have  no  bearing  whatever  on  the  legality  of  the 
combination  effected  through  the  American  Railway  Union. 
The  purpose,  shortly  stated,  was  to  starve  the  railroad  compa- 
nies and  the  public  into  compelling  Pullman  to  do  something 
which  they  had  no  lawful  right  to  compel  him  to  do.  Cer- 
tainly the  starvation  of  a  nation  cannot  be  a  lawful  purpose 
of  a  combination,  and  it  is  utterly  immaterial  whether  the 
purpose  is  effected  by  means  usually  lawful  or  otherwise. 

More  than  this,  the  combination  is  in  the  teeth  of  the  act  of 
July  2, 1890,  which  provides  that: 

"Section  1.  Bvery  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states  or  with  foreign  nations  is  hereby  declared  illegal. 
Every  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such 
combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding 
five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or 
both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 

That  such  a  combination  as  the  one  under  discussion  is 
within  the  statute  just  quoted  has  been  decided  by  Judge 
Billings  of  Louisiana  in  Z7.  S.  v.  Workingmen^a  Amalga' 
mated  Council  of  New  Orleans^  54  Fed.  994.  Btts  view  has 
been  followed  by  the  circuit  judges  of  this  circuit  within  the 
past  10  days,  by  Judges  Woods,  Allen,  and  Grosscup  of  the 
seventh  circuit,  and  by  Judge  Woolson  of  the  eighth  circuit. 
A  different  view  has  been  taken  by  Judge  Putnam  in  U.  S. 
V.  Patterson^  65  Fed.  605,  but,  after  consideration.  Judge 
Lurton  and  I  cannot  concur  with  the  reasoning  of  that  learned 
[882]  judge.  The  fact  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  Debs,  Phe- 
lan,  and  their  associates  to  paralyze  the  interstate  commerce 
of  this  country  is  shown  conclusively  in  this  case,  and  is 
known  of  aU  men.  Therefore  their  combination  was  for  an 
unlawful  purpose,  and  is  a  conspiracy,  within  the  statute 
cited. 

It  could  also  be  shown,  if  it  were  necessary,  that  this  com- 
bination was  an  unlawful  conspiracy  because  its  members  in- 
tended to  stop  all  mail  trains  as  well  as  other  trains,  and  did 
delay  and  retard  many,  in  violation  of  section  8995,  Bev. 
St.  U.  S.,  which  imposes  a  penalty  on  any  one  willfully  and 
knowingly  obstructing  or  retarding  the  passage  of  the  maiL 
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It  would  be  no  defense,  under  that  statute,  that  the  obstruc- 
tion was  effected  by  merely  quitting  employment,  where  the 
motive  of  quitting  was  to  retard  the  mails,  and  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  terms  of  employment. 

Something  has  been  said  about  the  right  of  assembly  and 
free  speech  secured  by  the  constitution  of  Ohio.  It  would  be 
strange,  indeed,  if  that  right  could  be  used  to  sustain  the  car- 
rying out  of  such  an  unlawful  and  criminal  conspiracy  as  we 
have  seen  this  to  be.  It  never  has  been  supposed  to  protect 
one  from  prosecution  or  suits  for  slander,  or  for  any  of  the 
many  malicious  and  tortious  injuries  which  the  agency  of  the 
tongue  has  been  so  often  employed  to  inflict  If  the  ob- 
struction to  the  operation  of  the  road  by  the  receiver  was 
unlawful  and  malicious,  it  is  not  less  a  contempt  because  the 
instrument  which  he  used  to  effect  it  was  his  tongue,  rather 
than  his  hand. 

But  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  question  further.  It 
is  very  clear  that  Phelan  came  here  to  carry  out  an  illegal 
conspiracy,  in  the  course  of  which,  and  in  pursuance  of  which, 
he  attempted,  and  partially  succeeded  in  tying  up  the  South- 
em  Railroad,  operated  by  a  receiver  under  an  order  of  this 
court,  as  he  well  knew.  His  purpose  in  calling  out  the  em- 
ploy6s  of  the  Southern  Bailroad  was  unlawful  by  the  law  of 
Ohio  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States.  He  intended  to 
prevent  entirely  its  operation.  He  partially  succeeded,  and 
he  subjected  the  receiver  to  great  expense  in  reducing  the  loss 
occasioned  by  his  acts. 

It  follows  that  the  contemner  is  guilty  as  charged,  and  it 
only  remains  to  impose  the  sentence  of  the  court  This  is  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  exercised  on  any  information 
in  reference  to  the  convicted  person  which  the  court  believes 
to  be  reliable.  The  court  would  be  much  more  disposed  to 
leniency  in  this  case  if  the  contemner,  after  his  arrest,  had 
shown  the  slightest  regard  for  the  order  of  the  court  which 
the  receiver  was  attempting  to  comply  with  in  the  opera- 
tion of  the  road.  Even  if  he  did  not  fully  realize  the  po- 
sition in  which  he  had  put  himself  with  respect  to  the 
order  of  the  court  to  the  receiver  to  operate  the  Southern 
Bailroad,  his  arrest,  and  the  service  of  the  intervening  peti- 
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tion,  together  with  the  restraining  order,  should  have  quick- 
ened his  conscience  and  his  perceptions  of  his  duty  in  this 
regard.  It  was  his  duty,  therefore,  to  cease  all  his  opera- 
tions with  reference  to  tiie  strike  in  this  city  which  could  in 
in  any  way  affect  the  operation  of  the  Southern  Railway, 
whether  by  inciting  employ^  to  leave  the  receiver  or  by 
preventing  [823]  his  employment  of  others.  What  did  he 
do?  Instead  of  ceasing  to  incite  the  receiver's  employes  to 
leave  his  employ  in  pursuance  of  his  unlawful  conspiracy, 
there  has  been  no  change  whatever  in  his  course  from  that 
pursued  by  him  before  his  arrest  By  speeches  every  night 
since  the  arrest  he  has  aggravated  his  contempt  On  the 
night  of  July  4th,  it  is  in  evidence,  the  contenmor  said,  in  a 
speech  to  railroad  employ^  of  the  city,  referring  to  this  trial : 

**!  dont  care  if  I  am  violating  injunctions.  No  matter  what  tba 
result  may  be  to-morrow.  If  I  go  to  Jail  for  sixteen  generations,  I  want 
yon  to  do  as  yon  have  done.  Stand  pat  to  a  man.  No  man  go  back 
unless  all  go,  and  aU  stay  out  unless  Pbelan  says  go  back." 

It  was  a  direct  invitation  to  continue  the  course  already 
taken  under  his  direction  of  preventing  the  return  of  em- 
ploy&  to  the  receiver,  and  of  persuading  the  striking  of 
others,  and  an  avowed  intention  of  disregarding  the  order  of 
the  court 

The  punishment  for  a  contempt  is  the  most  disagreeable 
duty  a  court  has  to  perform,  but  it  is  one  from  which  the 
court  cannot  shrink.  If  orders  of  the  court  are  not  obeyed, 
the  next  step  is  unto  anarchy.  It  is  absolutely  essential  to 
the  administration  of  justice  that  courts  should  have  the 
power  to  punish  contempts,  and  that  they  should  use  it  when 
the  enforcement  of  their  orders  is  flagrantly  defied.  But  it 
is  only  to  secure  present  and  future  compliance  with  its 
orders  that  the  ^ower  is  given,  and  not  to  impose  pimishment 
commensurate  with  crimes  or  misdemeanors  committed  in 
the  course  of  the  contempt,  which  are  cognizable  in  a  differ- 
ent tribunal  or  in  this  court  by  indictment  and  trial  by  jury. 
I  have  no  right,  and  do  not  wish,  to  punish  the  contemner  for 
the  havoc  which  he  and  his  associates  have  wrought  to  the 
business  of  this  country,  and  the  injuries  they  have  done  to 
labor  and  capital  alike,  or  for  the  privations  and  sufferings  to 
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which  they  have  subjected  innocent  people,  even  if  they  may 
not  be  amenable  to  the  criminal  laws  ^erefor.  I  can  only 
inflict  a  penalty  which  may  have  some  effect  to  secure  future 
compliance  with  the  orders  of  this  court  and  to  prevent 
willful  and  unlawful  obstructions  thereof. 

After  much  consideration,  I  do  not  think  I  should  be  doing 
my  duty  as  a  judicial  officer  of  the  United  States  without 
imposing  upon  the  contemner  the  penalty  of  imprisonment. 
The  sentence  of  the  court  is  that  Frank  W.  Phelan  be  con- 
fined in  the  county  jail  of  Warren  county,  Ohio,  for  a  term  of 
six  months.  The  marshal  will  take  the  prisoner  into  custody, 
and  safely  convey  him  to  the  place  of  imprisonment. 


[824]  UNITED  STATES  v.  AGLER. 

(Circuit  Ck)urt,  D.  Indiana.    July  12, 1894.) 
[62  Fed.,  82i.] 

iNJUircnON  AGAINST  Ck>MBINATIONB  IN  RESTRAINT  OF  INTERSTATE  OOH- 

MEROB — JiTRiBDiGTioN. — ^Under  Act  July  2,  1890»  declaring  Illegal  and 
punishing  combinations  In  restraint  of  commerce  among  the  states, 
and  conferring  Jurisdiction  on  United  States  circuit  courts  to  pre- 
vent and  restrain  violations  of  the  act,  the  court  has  Jurisdiction  to 
Issue  an  Injunction  to  restrain  such  ylolatlon.« 

Same— Technical  Defects  in  Bill. — That  a  bill  for  such  Injunction 
contains  no  prayer  for  process,  this  being  a  mere  technical  defect, 
although  It  renders  the  bill  demurrable,  does  not  affect  the  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  or  render  the  Injunction  issued  thereon  void. 

Same— Defendants  not  Named  in  Bill,  nor  Served  with  Sxtbpoena. — 
An  Injunction  for  such  purpose  becomes  binding,  as  against  one  not 
named  in  the  bill,  and  not  served  with  subpoena,  when  the  Injunc- 
tion order  is  served  on  him  as  one  of  the  unknown  defendants  re- 
ferred to  in  the  bill.  • 

Same — Proceedings  to  Punish  Violation. — An  Information  to  punish 

^  violation  of  such  an  Injunction  order  which  falls  to  allege  that  the 
order  was  a  lawful  one,  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  or  that  the 
person  charged,  not  named  in  the  order,  was  one  of  the  unknown 
parties  referred  to  therein,  or  that,  either  by  his  words  or  his  acts, 
he  was  engaged  in  aiding  the  common  object  with  other  members  of 
the  alleged  combination,  lacks  the  necessary  certainty. 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1894,  by  West  Publishing  Oo. 
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This  was  an  information  against  Hiram  Agler  for  con- 
tempt of  court  in  disobeying  an  injunction.  Defendant 
moved  to  quash  the  information. 

F.  B.  Burke  and  Edwin  Oorr^  for  the  United  States. 

McCullough  cfi  Spaan^  for  defendant 

Baker,  District  Judge  (orally). 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  restraining  order  or  injunction 
issued  by  a  judicial  tribunal  without  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter is  coram  non  judice  and  void.  That  is  affirmed 
in  all  the  books,  and  affirmed  in  the  judgments  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  United  States  that  the  coimsel  for  the 
defendant  has  called  the  attention  of  the  court  to.  Now, 
the  question  whether  or  not  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  had  jurisdiction  requires  an  examination  of  the  statute, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  or  not  there  is  any 
law  that  authorized  the  court  judicially  to  take  cognizance 
of  the  sort  of  action  that  is  set  forth  in  the  petition  or  bill. 

Prior  to  the  2d  day  of  July,  1890,  it  is  entirely  clear  that 
the  United  States,  as  a  municipal  corporation,  had  no  power, 
either  by  petition  or  bill,  to  go  into  the  courts  of  equity  of 
the  United  States,  and  invoke  the  aid  of  those  courts,  by 
their  restraining  power,  to  prevent  interference  with  the  car- 
riage of  the  mails  or  with  the  carriage  of  interstate  commerce. 
Prior  to  that  time  the  sole  remedy  was  on  the  criminal  side 
of  the  court  The  sole  method  in  which  the  United  States, 
as  a  government,  could  prosecute  violators  of  the  law  who 
interfered  with  the  carriage  of  mails  or  inter-  [825]  fered 
with  the  instrumentalities  used  in  the  conduct  of  interstate 
commerce,  was  by  indictment  or  information  on  the  criminal 
side  of  the  court;  but  the  growth  of  railways  in  this  country, 
and  the  combinations  of  laborers  employed  on  those  roads 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing,  by  strikes  or  otherwise,  what 
they  conceived  to  be  their  just  rights,  had  led  to  a  condition 
of  things  that,  in  the  judgment  of  congress,  made  it  impera- 
tive that  the  courts  of  the  United  States, — ^in  other  words, 
that  the  nation  itself, — for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the 
mails  of  the  country,  and  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the 
passenger  and  frei^t  traffic  on  interstate  railroads,  should 
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have  the  right  to  invoke  not  only  the  criminal  juris^- 
diction  of  the  court  by  fines,  or  by  sending  to  the  penitentiary 
those  who  were  guilty  of  violations  of  those  laws,  but  that 
the  government  should  also  be  clothed  with  the  power — or 
rather  the  courts  of  the  United  States  should  be  clothed  with 
the  power — of  laying  their  strong  hands  on  these  men,  and 
not  waiting  until  crimes  had  been  committed,  but  restrain- 
ing, not  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  people  from  doing 
what  is  lawful,  or  to  prevent  their  getting  better  wages,  but 
for  the  purpose  of  saying  to  everybody  that  civil  liberty 
cannot  exist  where  combinations  of  men  undertake  by  force 
and  violence  to  arrest  the  peaceable  and  orderly  conduct  of 
business  among  the  states.  With  that  view  of  national  duty, 
on  July  2,  1890,  congress  enacted  a  law  that  enlarged  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  federal  courts,  and  authorized  them  to 
apply  the  restraining  power  of  the  law  for  the  purpose  of 
checking  and  arresting  all  lawless  interference  with  the 
peaceable  and  orderly  carriage  of  mails,  and  with  the  peace- 
able and  orderly  conduct  of  railroad  business  between  the 
states.  This  law  was  intended  to  lay  its  strong  hand,  not 
only  upon  the  capitalists  or  monopolists  who,  by  combina- 
tions, undertook  to  interfere  with  the  business  and  commerce 
of  the  coimtry,  and  subject  them  to  punishment,  but,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  also  undertook  to  say  to  the  laboring  men  of 
the  country  that  "  you  shall  not  enforce  your  rights,  how- 
ever just  they  may  be,  by  violence  and  by  lawlessness.^ 

Civil  order  cannot  exist  where  men  undertake  by  strong 
hand  to  enforce  rights,  whatever  their  rights  may  be.  In 
civilized  and  organized  society  there  is  only  one  avenue  that 
is  alike  open  to  the  rich  and  the  poor — that  is,  the  avenue  of 
the  courts — for  the  purpose  of  settling  disputes  between  men. 
No  man  has  a  right,  even  though  he  has  been  wronged,  even 
though  he  may  have  been  oppressed,  to  take  the  law  into  his 
own  hands,  and,  by  force  and  terrorism  or  threats,  redress 
his  wrongs.  It  means  a  condition  of  things  that  would  be 
absolutely  intolerable  in  civilized  society,  and  it  was  in  order 
that  the  peaceable  and  quiet  and  orderly  processes  of  the 
law  might  be  applied  to  men  who  are  thus  engaged,  whether 
they  were  monopolists,  on  the  one  side,  or  laboring  men,  <m 
the  other,  that  tiie  law  was  enacted  for  the  purpose  of  ar- 
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resting  lawlessness,  composing  these  disturbances,  and  bring- 
ing about  that  orderly  and  peaceful  condition  of  affairs  that 
is  essential  to  the  life  and  happiness  of  the  community. 

[8S6]  Now,  there  is  no  doubt,  in  my  judgment,  that  this 
act  of  July  2, 1890,  did  clothe  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  with  this  new  and  enlarged  power.  That,  however, 
does  not  answer  the  entire  contention  of  the  counsel  for  the 
defense.  He  insists  that  the  affidavit  and  information  filed 
in  this  case  does  not  reach  and  bind  the  defendant  as  charged, 
because,  as  he  alleges,  the  bill  does  not  contain  a  prayer 
for  process;  and  he  reads  from  an  authority  which  is  un- 
doubtedly sound  that  a  bill  in  equity  without  containing  a 
prayer  for  process  which  shall  embody  the  names  of  the 
defendants  against  whom  process  is  prayed  would  be  de- 
murrable. That  is  undoubtedly  the  law.  That,  however, 
does  not  settle  the  question  that  is  before  the  court  The 
question  is  whether  or  not  if  an  injuncticm  is  issued  by  a 
court  which  has  power  to  issue  the  injunction  upon  a  bill, 
provided  the  bill  is  not  demurrable,  is  the  injunction  void 
because,  on  investigation,  the  court  believes  that  a  demurrer 
might  have  been  sustained  to  the  bill  if  it  had  been  inter- 
posed? In  other  words,  does  a  mere  defect  that  could  be 
reached  by  demurrer,  in  a  bill  of  which  the  court  has  juris- 
diction,— over  which  the  court  has  been  given  jurisdiction 
by  the  express  terms  of  the  statute, — ^is  the  injunction  order 
a  nullity,  and  can  it  be  treated  with  contempt  because  the 
bill  is  defective,  so  that  a  demurrer  might  be  sustained  to 
it?  On  that  proposition  the  court  entertains  no  doubt. 
There  is  not  an  authority,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  that 
can  be  found  in  the  books— certainly  the  court  is  aware  of 
none — ^in  which  it  has  ever  been  held  that  a  man  who  was 
enjoined  and  had  violated  the  injunction  could  escape  pun- 
ishment by  alleging  that,  at  the  time  the  writ  of  injunction 
was  issued,  the  bill  was  demurrable. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  what  a  number  of  men  are  named 
expressly  by  name.  Eugene  V.  Debs,  Howard,  and  some  men 
here  in  this  state  are  named  by  name.  If,  in  the  prayer 
for  process,  their  names  had  been  repeated,  or  if  it  had 
been  simply  stated  in  the  prayer  for  process  that  the  corn- 
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plainant,  the  United  States,  prays  process  against  tbe  parties 
above  named,  the  bill  would  have  been  technically  sufficient. 
Now,  then,  I  assume  that  process  of  subpoena  was  issued 
against  these  men  by  order  of  Judge  Woods,  without  their 
having  been  named  in  the  prayer  for  process.  It  is  a  mere 
technical  defect  It  is  one  that  does  not,  in  the  language  of 
the  supreme  court,  go  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  depends  upon  the  law  of  the  land. 
Nor  do  I  think  it  is  necessary  in  this  sort  of  cases  for  the 
government  to  file  what  is  technically  known  as  a  ^'  bill  in 
equity ''  on  the  chancery  side  of  this  court  as  in  a  civil  case. 
The  right  at  all  to  file  this  sort  of  a  proceeding  is  a  new 
statutory  right,  and  courts  cannot — they  would  be  derelict 
in  the  discharge  of  their  duty  if  they  did — disregard  the 
purpose  and  object  of  the  enactment  of  the  law.  I  do  not 
undertake  to  sit  in  judgment  on  either  capitalists  or  labor- 
ing men.  I  have,  as  a  magistrate,  nothing  to  do  with  that. 
I  am  simply  bound  as  a  judge  to  take  notice  that  a  condition 
of  things  had  grown  up  in  this  coimtry  of  strikes,  of  inter- 
ruption of  mails,  and  interruption  [827]  -and  interferences 
with  interstate  commerce;  that  it  provoked  comment,  and 
had  created  feeling;  and,  in  order  that  labor  troubles  should 
be  settled  without  interfering  with  the  commerce  and  the 
happiness  of  millions  of  innocent  people,  it  was  determined 
that  the  national  government  should  clothe  its  courts  with 
power  on  the  civil  side  to  stop  these  things  without  waiting 
until  crimes  had  been  committed,  and  then  send  men  to 
the  penitentiary  for  the  crimes  so  committed.  That  is  the 
reason  of  it  It  was  intended  to  be  a  preventive  remedy. 
That  was  the  sole  purpose  of  it  So  far  as  this  phase  of 
it  is  concerned,  it  is  true  there  are  other  sections  that  au- 
thcHrize  men  who  do  these  things  to  be  punished  by  fine  of 
not  more  than  $5,000,  and  imprisonment  for  a  year  in  state 
prison;  but,  so  far  as  the  civil  side  of  it  is  concerned,  it 
was  intended  to  meet  an  emergency  and  a  public  exigency. 
It  could  not  sue  until  the  mails  had  been  interfered  with, 
or  until  the  commerce  of  the  country  had  been  lawlessly 
stopped,  but  it  was  not  intended,  in  my  judgment,  in  order  to 
invoke  the  judgment  and  jurisdiction  of  the  court  that  all 
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of  the  old  nicety  pf  pleading  and  practioe  of  the  English 
chancery  courts  should  apply.  The  courts  would  )3e  power- 
less if  that  were  the  case,  to  accomplish  the  beneficent  pur- 
pose of  the  law,  because  it  is  a  beneficent  purpose.  It  is 
a  praiseworthy  purpose,  in  the  midst  of  tumult  and  ex- 
citement, when  lawlessness  seizes  upon  the  arteries  of  the 
commerce  of  the  nation,  for  the  courts  of  the  land,  in  their 
peaceable  and  orderly  way,  to  lay  their  hands  on  these  men, 
and  bid  them  cease.  It  is  a  lawful  thing, — a  commendable 
thing.  The  law  gives  them  that  power.  So  much,  then,  on 
the  question  of  jurisdiction. 

I  think  that  in  this  proceeding  the  court  (Judge  Woods, 
as  judge  of  the  circuit  court)  had  jurisdiction  to  issue  this 
writ  Now,  this  party  defendant  is  not  named,  and  to  say 
now  that  process  of  injunction  may  not  be  issued,  to  be  bind- 
ing upon  men  who  are  not  named,  or  shall  not  be  binding 
until  they  are  actually  served  with  subpoena,  as  they  are  on 
the  civil  side,  on  the  equity  side,  of  the  court,  it  would  de- 
feat the  purpose  of  the  law.  It  is  not  within  the  language  of 
the  statute  itself.  I  think  the  injunction  as  against  un- 
known defendants  is  valid  and  binding  when  the  injunction 
order  is  served  upon  them,  although  they  are  not  at  the  time 
parties  to  the  suit.  Indeed,  I  think,  an  injunction  that  is 
issued  against  one  man  enjoining  or  restraining  him,  and  aU 
that  give  aid  and  comfort  to  him,  or  all  that  aid  and  abet 
him,  is  valid  against  everybody  that  aids  or  gives  countenance 
to  the  man  to  whom  it  is  addressed.  I  do  not  entertain  any 
doubt  about  that. 

Now,  then,  the  court  having  decided  that  it  thinks  the  in- 
junction was  properly  issued,  and  that,  if  it  was  actually 
served  on  this  man  as  one  of  the  unknown  defendants,  the 
injunction  would  be  good,  that  brings  us  to  the  question  of 
the  technical  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit,  because  in  this  sort 
of  proceeding,  in  my  judgment,  it  is  not  essential  that  an 
information  shall  be  filed,  although  there  is  no  harm  in  doing 
that.  The  essential  thing  is  the  filing  of  a  statement  or 
charge  that  shall  show  clearly  and  distinctly  that  the 
[828]  restraining  order  has  been  served  on  the  defendant,  or, 
if  it  has  not  been  served  on  him,  that  he  had  notice  or  knowl- 
edge of  its  contenta 
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Now,  in  this  case,  the  information,  I  ^^link,  lacks  consid- 
erable of  having  the  certainty  and  precision  that  is  essential. 
It  is  not  alleged  that  this  man  was  one  of  the  unknown  par- 
ties that  are  referred  to  in  the  injunction.  It  is  not  alleged 
that  the  restraining  order  was  a  lawful  one,  in  the  language 
of  the  statute.  It  does  not  allege, — and  that  is  the  most  se- 
rious thing,  to  my  mind, — ^that  either  by  his  words  or  his 
acts  he  was  engaged  in  aiding  the  common  object  with  other 
members  of  the  American  Railway  Union."  If  what  this 
man  did  was  not  done  to  give  aid  or  comfort  or  encourage- 
ment to  the  object  of  arresting  the  mails,  if  it  was  an  inde- 
pendent crime  the  man  was  committing,  if  he  wanted  to 
commit  arson  or  robbery,  without  having  any  connection 
with  these  men  that  were  engaged  in  the  interruption  of  com- 
merce, then  he  would  not  be  within  the  terms  of  the  restrain- 
ing order,  nor  within  the  law,  which  has  been  read  here, — 
the  law  of  July  2, 1890.  Now,  it  is  not  charged,  although  it 
has  been  assumed  all  the  way  through, — ^I  suppose  the  proof 
adduced  would  go  to  show  that, — ^that  he  was  connected  with 
the  railway  union,  and  that  his  acts  were  acts  that  were  cal- 
culated in  their  nature  to  give  aid  and  comfort  to  the  strike 
that  has  been  carried  on.  If  those  facts  were  proved,  why 
they  would  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  court  that  his  mind  was 
acting  in  combination  with  the  minds  of  Debs  and  others, 
or  that  they  were  engaged  in  the  common  purpose,  and  hence 
that  they  were  in  the  conspiracy  that  is  mentioned  in  the 
statute,  provided  the  things  that  they  were  trying  to  do 
would  naturally  result  in  delaying  or  interrupting  the  mails, 
or  in  delaying  or  interrupting  the  carriage  of  passengers  and 
freight  from  one  state  to  another.  I  think  that  in  these  par- 
ticulars the  affidavit  is  insufficient  I  think  the  diarge  is 
sufficient,  so  far  as  showing  that  the  court  has  jurisdiction 
to  issue  the  writ,  when  it  is  showu  by  an  affidavit  that  this 
man  was  engaged  in  the  combination  or  conspiracy  with 
other  railroad  men  in  aiding  and  assisting  to  arrest  the  mails 
and  interstate  commerce.  I  think  the  affidavit  would  show  a 
cause  of  action  against  him,  and  then  it  would  depend  upon 
the  proof  whether  or  not  the  offense  was  made  out 
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[840]  IN  RE  GRAND  JURY.* 

(District  Oourt,  N.  D.  California.    July  18,  1894.) 
162  Fed.,  840.] 

CoNSPiBAOT — Obstbuction  OF  Intebstatb  Commbbok. — ^Any  combina- 
tion or  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  any  class  of  men  who  by  violence 
and  intimidation  prevent  the  passage  of  railroad  trains  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce  is  in  violation  of  Act  July  2,  1890,  declaring 
illegal  every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise, 
or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  states.^ 

Mail— OBSTBUonifG  Passaqb. — ^It  is  a  violation  of  Rev.  St  §  995,  de- 
claring it  an  offense  to  knowingly  and  willfully  obstruct  or  retard 
the  passage  of  the  mail,  for  one  to  prevent  the  running  of  a  mall 
train  as  made  up,  though  he  is  willing  that  the  mail  car  shall  go  on, 
and  his  purpose  is  other  than  to  retard  the  mails. 

Samb. — ^The  railway  is  a  great  public  highway,  and  the  duty  of  the 
railroad  company  as  a  common  carrier  is  first  to  the  public  The 
road  must  be  kept  in  operation  for  the  accommodation  of  the  public, 
if  it  is  possible  to  do  so  with  the  force  and  appliances  within  reach. 
Any  negligence  in  this  respect  is  not  excused  by  temporary  difficul- 
ties capable  of  being  promptly  removed. 

Samb. — ^Where  the  transportation  of  the  mails  and  interstate  com- 
merce has  long  been  interrupted  by  the  refusal  of  the  employes  of 
the  railway  company  to  move  trains  carrying  Pullman  cars,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  railway  company  to  use  every  effort  to  move  the 
mails  and  interstate  conmierce,  without  regard  to  the  make-up  of 
regular  trains;  and  any  willful  failure  to  perform  this  duty  is  a 
violation  of  the  statute. 

Gband  Juby— Finding — ^Indiotmbnt. — ^An  indictment  should  only  be 
found  where  the  grand  Jury  believe  that  the  evidence  before  them 
would  warrant  a  conviction. 

Charge  to  the  grand  jury  by  Morbow,  District  Judge: 

[841]  Gentlemen  of  the  Orand  Jury:  You  have  been  sum- 
moned and  sworn  as  grand  jurors  of  the  district  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  northern  district  of  California.  It 
now  becomes  my  duty  to  instruct  you  concerning  the  duties 
you  will  be  called  upon  to  perform  under  the  laws  of  the 
United  States. 

The  extraordinary  occurrences  in  this  state  during  the  past 
two  weeks  require  your  immediate  attention,  and  call  for  a 

•  The  charges  to  the  Grand  Jury  found  in  62  Fed.,  828  and  834,  do 
not  relate  to  the  anti-trust  law  and  are  therefore  not  reprinted. 
»  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1894,  by  West  Publishhig  Cto. 
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thorough  and  sweeping  investigation.  It  is  a  matter  of 
public  notoriety  that  during  this  time  a  great  railroad  strike 
has  prevailed ;  that  the  most  important  channels  of  trade  and 
commerce  carried  by  railway  service  have  been  closed,  the 
business  operations  of  the  state  paralyzed,  and  the  passage 
of  the  mails  seriously  retarded  and  obstructed  at  several 
points  in  the  state.  The  constitution  of  the  United  States 
provides  that  congress  shall  have  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce among  the  states  and  establish  post  offices  and  post 
roads.  Pursuant  to  the  first  of  these  provisions,  congress 
has  provided  by  the  Act  of  July  2, 1890,  that 

"  Eivery  contract,  combination  In  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise  or 
conspiracy,  In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  Illegal.  Every 
person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such 
combination  or  conspiracy  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and  on  conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding 
$5,000  or  by  Imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  said 
punishments  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 

^'  Trade  "  has  been  defined  as  ^^  the  exchange  of  commodi- 
ties for  other  commodities  or  for  money;  the  business  of 
buying  and  selling;  dealing  by  way  of  sale  or  exchange." 
The  word  "  commerce,"  as  used  in  the  statute  and  under  the 
terms  of  the  constitution,  has,  however,  a  broader  meaning 
than  the  word  ''trade."  Commerce  among  the  states  con- 
sists of  intercourse  and  traffic  between  their  citizens,  and 
includes  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property,  and  the 
navigation  of  public  waters  for  that  purpose,  as  well  as  the 
purchase,^  sale,  and  exchange  of  commodities.  County  of 
Mobile  V.  Kimball^  102  U.  S.  702;  Gloucester  Ferry  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania^  114  U-  S.  203,  6  Sup.  Ct  826.  The  primary 
object  of"  the  statute  was  undoubtedly  to  prevent  the  de- 
struction of  legitimate  and  healthy  competition  in  interstate 
commerce  by  individuals,  corporations,  and  trusts,  grasping, 
engrossing,  and  monopolizing  the  markets  for  commodities. 
V.  S.  V.  Patterson^  56  Fed.  606.  But  its  provisions  are  broad 
enough  to  reach  a  combination  or  conspiracy  that  would  in- 
terrupt the  transportation  of  such  commodities  from  one  state 
to  another,  and  in  this  view  the  scope  and  purpose  of  the 
statute  have  been  the  subject  of  consideration  in  the  courts, 
notably  in  the  case  of  U.  8.  v.  Workingmen^s  Amalgamated 
Oounctly  64  Fed.  995.    That  action  was  brought  by  the 
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United  States  in  the  eastern  district  of  Louisiana  against 
the  Workingmen's  Amalgamated  Council  of  New  Orleans, 
La.,  and  others,  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  interfering 
with  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  The  facts  were  that  r 
disagreement  had  arisen  between  the  warehousemen  and  their 
employes  and  the  principal  draymen  [848]  and  their  sub- 
ordinates concerning  the  recognition  that  should  be  accorded 
by  the  employers  to  the  demands  of  certain  labor  organiza- 
tions in  New  Orleans,  and  it  was  threatened  that  unless  there 
was  an  acquiescence  in  these  demands  all  the  labor  organiza- 
tions would  leave  work,  and  would  allow  no  work  in  any 
department  of  business,  and  violence  was  threatened  in  sup- 
port of  the  demands.  In  some  branches  of  business  the  effort 
was  made  to  replace  the  union  men  by  other  workmen. 
This  was  resisted  by  the  intimidation  springing  from  vast 
throngs  of  the  union  men  assembling  in  the  street,  and  in 
some  instances  by  violence,  so  that  the  result  was  that  by  the 
intended  effects  of  the  doings  of  the  defendants  not  a  bale 
of  goods  constituting  the  commerce  of  the  country  could  be 
moved.  It  was  held  by  the  court  that  the  facts  of  that  case 
brought  it  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  In  other 
words,  it  was  determined  that  a  combination  of  men  who  by 
violence  and  intimidation  restrained  trade  and  commerce 
among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations  were  acting 
in  violation  of  this  law,  notwithstanding  they  may  have  had 
in  view  some  other  purpose  in  relation  to  their  employment. 
You  will  observe  that  in  this  case  the  elements  of  intimida- 
tion and  violence  were  present  It  was  not  a  case  where 
the  men  merely  quit  work,  putting  their  employers  to  no 
other  inconvenience  than  of  securing  other  men  to  fill  their 
places,  but  it  was  a  case  where  force  and  intimidation  were 
used  to  prevent  any  one  in  that  locality  from  engaging  in  the 
lawful  and  necessary  business  of  moving  the  commerce  of  the 
country.  The  order  granting  an  injunction  in  that  case 
was  affirmed  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  in  the  fifth  cir- 
cuit. 6  C.  C.  A.  268,  67  Fed.  85.  The  law  as  thus  declared 
by  a  court  of  recognized  ability  and  authority  was  recently 
applied  by  Judge  McKenna  of  the  circuit  court  of  this  dis- 
trict in  like  manner  to  one  feature  of  the  state  of  affairs  to 
which  I  am  now  directing  your  attention*  This  law  de* 
10870^-6.  Doc.  Ill,  e2-l,  vol  1 20 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


304  62  FSDEBAI.  BEPOBTEBy  842. 

Charge  to  tbe  Qrand  Jnry. 

termines  that  any  combination  or  conspiracy  on  the  part  of 
any  class  of  men  who  by  violence  and  intimidation  prevent 
the  passage  of  railroad  trains  engaged  in  transporting  the 
interstate  commerce  of  the  country  is  a  violation  of  the  act 
of  July  2, 1890. 

Another  agency  of  the  government  is  involved  in  the 
transportation  of  the  mails,  and  to  protect  and  secure  the 
efficiency  of  that  branch  of  the  service  it  has  been  enacted 
that  all  railroads  or  parts  of  railroads  which  are  now  or 
hereafter  may  be  in  operation  are  established  as  post  roads 
(Bev.  St  §  8964) ;  that  the  postmaster  general  shall  in  all 
cases  decide  upon  what  trains  and  in  what  manner  the  mails 
shall  be  conveyed  (section  3,  Act  March  3,  1879;  20  Stat. 
358) ;  and  every  railway  company  conveying  the  mails  shall 
carry  on  any  train  which  may  run  over  its  road,  and  without 
extra  charge  therefor,  all  mailable  matter  directed  to  be 
carried  thereon,  with  the  person  in  charge  of  the  same  (Bev. 
St  §  4000).  It  is  further  provided  in  section  3995  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  that  ^'  any  person  who  shall  knowingly  and 
willfully  obstruct  or  retard  the  passage  of  the  mail,  or  any 
carriage,  horse,  driver  or  carrier  carrying  the  same,  shall 
for  every  such  offense  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not  [843] 
more  than  $100."  This  statute  has  also  been  before  the 
courts  in  cases  where  bodies  of  men  operating  as  labor  organi- 
zations have  prevented  the  passage  of  trains  carrying  the 
mails.  In  the  case  of  TJ.  S.  v.  Clark^  in  the  district  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  eastern  district  of  Pennsylvania 
(28  Lit  Itev.  Rec.  806,  Fed  Cas.  No.  14,805),  the  defendant 
was  one  of  a  number  of  persons  who  assembled  at  the  depot 
of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  at  South  Easton,  Pa.  On 
the  arrival  of  the  mail  train  at  the  depot,  the  defendant, 
who  had  no  connection  with  the  train,  said  to  persons  having 
charge  of  it  that  the  mail  car  could  go  on,  but  not  the  rest 
of  the  train.  The  defendant  afterwards  got  on  the  train, 
and,  with  others,  placed  it  on  a  siding,  where  it  remained 
for  several  days.  Judge  Cadwallader,  in  charging  the 
jury  upon  these  facts,  said: 

**The  defendant  is  charged  with  retarding  the  transportation  of 
tbe  mail  •  •  •  The  mall,  In  point  of  fact,  was  retarded,  as  the 
postmaster  testifies,  two  or  three  daya  The  occurrence  which  re- 
tarded it,  according  to  tbe  tendency  of  the  proofs,  was  that  several 
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persons  were  assembled  at  the  6Bpot  at  Baston  for  no  lawful  pur- 
pose, and  that  one  or  more  of  tbem  declared  that  the  mall  might  go 
on,  but  the  passenger  train  should  not  They  uncoupled  the  mail, 
and  afterwards  coupled  it  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  It,  as  th^  did, 
to  a  siding.  If  that  was  the  fact,  and  their  purpose  was  to  retard  the 
train  which  transported  the  mall.  It  matters  not,  in  point  of  law, 
whether  they  were  or  were  not  willing  that  the  mall  car  or  baggage 
car  or  the  particular  vehicle  carrying  the  mall  should  go  on.** 

The  learned  judge  then  quotes  with -approval  the  opinion 
of  Judge  Drummond  of  Chicago  upon  the  subject,  as  fol- 
lows: 

'*  In  relation  to  the  transportation  of  the  mails  by  means  of  rail- 
roads It  Is  true  that  it  appears  by  the  evidence  In  this  case  that  these 
defendants  were  willing  that  the  mall  car  should  go,  but  It  must  be 
borne  In  mind  that  the  mall  car  can  only  go  In  such  a  way  as  to  enable 
the  railroad  to  transport  the  mall  where  there  are  other  cars  accom- 
panying it  It  is  not  practicable,  as  a  general  thing,  for  a  railroad  to 
transport  a  mall  car  by  Itself,  because  that  would  be  attended  by  seri- 
ous loss ;  so  that  while  nominally  they  permit  the  mail  car  to  go,  they 
really,  by  preventing  the  transit  of  other  passengers  cars,  Interfere 
with  the  transportation  of  the  mails." 

You  will  observe  that  the  law  is  applicable  to  the  case  of 

an  obstruction  interposed  for  a  purpose  other  than  that  of 

retarding  the  mails.    This  was  decided  to  be  the  law  by  the 

supreme  court  of  the  United  States  as  long  ago  as  1869  in 

the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Kirhy^  where  it  was  said : 

''When  the  acts  which  create  the  obstruction  are  in  themselves 
unlawful,  the  Intention  to  obstruct  will  be  imputed  to  their  author, 
although  the  attainment  of  other  ends  may  have  been  his  primary 
object"    7  Wall.  48a 

In  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Thomas^  66  Fed.  381,  the  transpor- 
tation of  the  mails  had  been  obstructed  bj  some  persons 
acting  under  the  influence  of  a  strike.  Judge  Jaclraon,  in 
addressing  the  jury,  submitted  observations  intended  for  the 
strikers.    He  said : 

**  Ton  have  no  right  to  go  Into  a  strike  and  undertake  to  stop  the 
transportation  of  the  malls  of  the  United  States,  undertake  to  stop 
the  running  of  the  cars  of  the  country,  or  undertake  to  stop  the 
business  which  Is  carried  on  the  great  highways  of  the  countir,  and 
which  Is  the  mainspring  to  the  success  of  a  country  like  ours.  If 
aU  this  Is  done,  then  you  step  upon  a  right  which  you  have  no  right 
to  Interfere  with.  I  make  these  general  remarks  on  [844]  ^s 
occasion  with  a  hope  that  I  may  reach  the  ear  of  the  Intelligent 
masses,  that  they  may  see  at  once  the  error  they  have  fallen  into. 
Rely  not  upon  combination  and  strikes  to  protect  your  Interests. 
They  are  disastrous,  stopping  your  mills,  and  stopping  the  enter- 
prises and  business  of  the  community  which  furnish  the  wage-earner 
the  means  to  support  his  home.  Do  not  resort  to  such  measures  to 
stop  our  manufactures,  our  mills,  or  the  transportation  of  the  malls 
of  the  United  States,  which  Is  so  great  and  Important  an  element  of 
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our  country  for  the  comfort  and  welfare  of  society.  Tf  yon  take  this 
thing  np  and  look  at  it,  and  ponder  over  it,  and  see  the  result  that 
must  necessarily  follow  such  a  course  of  action,  and  the  train  of 
circumstances  that  must  necessarily  accompany  it,  you  would  refuse 
to  enter  into  these  combinations  and  strikes." 

That  the  passage  of  the  mails  over  certain  lines  of  railroad 
in  this  state  has  been  retarded  and  obstructed  there  is  no 
question.  The  regular  receipt  and  dispatch  of  mails  over 
the  roads  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  have  in  fact  been 
suspended  at  the  San  Francisco  post  office  for  a  period  of 
about  two  weeks.  Who  is  responsible  for  this  state  of  af- 
fairs? The  strikers,  the  railroad  company,  or  both?  The 
railway  is  a  great  public  highway,  and  the  duty  of  the  rail- 
road company  as  a  common  carrier  is  first  to  the  public. 
The  road  must  be  kept  in  operation  for  the  accommodation 
of  the  public,  if  it  is  possible  to  do  so  with  the  force  and  ap- 
pliances within  reach.  Any  negligence  in  this  respect  is 
not  excused  by  temporary  difficulties  capable  of  being 
promptly  removed.  The  damage  and  interruption  caused  by 
the  elements  usually  receive  prompt  attention,  that  traffic 
may  not  be  suspended  longer  than  is  absolutely  necessary. 
The  same  energy  and  good  faith  should  be  observed  with 
respect  to  the  removal  of  labor  and  other  difficulties.  Rail- 
road Co.  V.  Hazeuj  84  HI.  36.  The  present  controversy  be- 
tween the  Southern  Pacific  and  its  employes  appears  to  be  in 
relation  to  the  movement  of  Pullman  cars.  Both  parties  to 
this  controversy  have  announced  in  the  public  press  that 
they  have  been  ready  and  willing  from  the  first  to  move 
freight  cars  and  passenger  trains  without  Pullman  cars.  In 
my  opinion,  the  situation  has  been  of  such  an  extraordi- 
nary character,  and  the  interruption  to  commerce  and  the 
transportation  of  the  mails  so  serious  and  long-continued, 
as  to  have  required  of  the  railroad  company  to  temporarily 
waive  questions  concerning  the  make-up  of  regular  trains 
(as  the  officers  of  the  company  daim  to  have  done),  and  em- 
ploy such  resources  as  the  company  had  in  the  movement  of 
other  trains  in  an  effort  to  relieve  the  prevailing  congestion 
and  distress.  This  obligation  I  believe  to  have  been  a  public 
duty,  and  a  willful  failure  to  perform  this  duty  with  respect 
to  the  movement  of  the  mails  and  interstate  commerce  is 
therefore,  in  my  judgment,  within  the  purview  of  the  statute. 
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It  is  your  duty  to  determine  this  question  under  the  law  as 
I  have  stated  it  to  you,  and  present  the  guilty  parties  to  the 
court  for  prosecution.  In  this  inquiry  you  will  not  limit 
your  examination  to  the  conduct  of  any  particular  class  of 
persons,  but  carefully  scrutinize  the  acts  of  all  parties  con- 
cerned, whether  they  are  officers  of  the  railroad  company  or 
employ^  and  without  fear  or  favor  or  influence  of  any 
kind  point  out  in  the  proper  manner  the  persons  who  have 
transgressed  the  law  and  imperiled  the  best  interests  of  this 
state.  [846]  It  is  our  duty  to  uphold  the  authority  and 
majesty  of  the  law,  and  see  to  it  that  those  who  have  vio- 
lated its  provisions,  whoever  they  may  be,  are  brought  to  the 
bar  of  justice. 

In  your  inquiry  you  may  find  that  parties  have  so  asso- 
ciated themselves  together  in  their  conduct  as  to  bring  them 
within  the  law  of  conspiracy.  The  statute  of  the  United 
States  upon  that  subject  is  as  follows: 

Section  5440,  Rev.  St :  "  If  two  or  more  persons  conspire  either  to 
commit  any  offense  against  the  United  States,  or  to  defraud  the 
United  States  in  any  manner,  or  for  any  purpose,  and  one  or  more  of 
such  parties  do  any  act  to  effect  the  object  of  the  conspiracy,  all  par- 
ties to  such  omsplraqy  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  not  more  than 
ten  thousand  dollars,  or  to  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  two 
years,  or  to  both  fine  and  imprisonment,  in  the  discretion  of  the  courf 

The  elements  of  this  offense  are  the  combination  or  con- 
spiracy to  violate  the  law,  and  the  overt  act  or  acts  to  carry 
the  conspiracy  into  effect.  Where  several  persons  are  proved 
to  have  combined  together  for  the  same  illegal  purpose,  any 
act  done  by  one  of  the  parties  in  pursuance  of  the  original 
concerted  plan,  and  with  reference  to  the  common  object,  is, 
in  the  contemplation  of  the  law,  the  act  of  the  whole  party, 
and  therefore  the  proof  of  such  act  will  be  evidence  against 
any  of  the  others  who  were  engaged  in  the  same  conspiracy. 

It  is  also  true  that  any  declaration  made  by  one  of  the  par- 
ties during  the  pendency  of  the  illegal  enterprise  is  not  only 
evidence  against  himself,  but  is  evidence  against  the  other 
parties,  who,  as  we  have  seen,  when  the  combination  is 
proved,  are  as  much  responsible  as  if  they  had  done  the  act 
themselves.  You  will  observe  in  this  connection  that  the  act 
of  combination  to  violate  the  statute  is  the  important  element 
in  the  crime  of  conspiracy.    The  law  regards  the  act  of  un- 
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lawful  combination  and  confederacy  as  dangerous  to  the 
peace  of  society,  and  declares  that  such  combination  and  con- 
federation of  several  persons  to  commit  crime  requires  an 
additional  restraint  to  those  provided  for  the  commission  of 
the  crime,  and  makes  criminal  the  conspiracy,  with  penal- 
ties and  punishments,  distinctive  from  those  prescribed  for 
the  crime  the  subject  of  the  conspiracy.  You  can  readily 
appreciate  why  this  is  true.  A  conspiracy  becomes  powerful 
and  effective  in  the  accomplishment  of  its  illegal  purpose 
in  proportion  to  the  numbers,  power,  and  strength  of  the 
combination  to  effect  it  It  is  also  true  that,  as  it  involves  a 
number  in  a  lawless  enterprise,  it  is  proportionally  demor- 
alizing to  the  well-being  and  character  of  the  men  engaged 
in  it,  and,  as  a  consequence,  to  the  safety  of  the  community  to 
which  they  belong.  The  statutes  I  have  cited  indicate  the 
general  character  of  the  investigation  you  will  be  required  to 
make  concerning  the  affairs  of  the  railroad  company  in  the 
transportation  of  the  mails  and  in  the  movement  of  interstate 
commerce.  With  the  merits  of  the  controversy  between  the 
railroad  company  and  its  employes  you  have  nothing  to  do, 
except  in  so  far  as  the  facts  relating  thereto  may  furnish 
evidence  as  to  the  actual  parties  engaged  in  violating  the  laws 
of  the  United  [846]  States.  The  right  of  labor  to  organize 
for  its  own  benefit  and  protection  is  not  questioned.  It  has 
the  same  right  in  this  respect  as  any  other  association,  and, 
perhaps,  in  some  respects,  its  freedom  is  properly  greater. 
The  laboring  man  is  entitled  to  the  highest  wages  and  the 
best  conditions  he  can  command,  but  he  is  not  entitled  to  in- 
terfere with  the  rights  and  property  of  others,  and  by  f  orco 
or  other  unlawful  means  seize  upon  the  appliances  of  organ- 
ized industry,  and  set  at  defiance  the  laws  of  the  government. 
The  right  of  workingmen  to  quit  work,  either  singly  or  in  a 
body  (subject  only  to  the  civil  obligations  of  contracts) ,  is  not 
denied,  provided  that  the  abandonment  of  service  is  accom- 
plished in  a  peaceful  and  orderly  manner;  and  here  again 
the  privilege  or  freedom  must  be  exercised  without  inter- 
fering with  the  rights  and  property  of  others.  It  may  be 
said  that  this  freedom  or  priAdlege  accorded  to  the  laboring 
men,  with  the  restrictions  named,  is  of  no  great  value,  since  he 
is  thereby  prevented  from  securing  the  protection  he  ought 
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to  have  for  his  labor,  and  the  power  to  redress  his  grieyances. 
This  may  be  true,  and  it  may  be  conceded  that  the  relations 
of  labor  to  capital  present  a  difficult  problem  for  solution, 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  intelligence  of  the  people  ought 
to  solve  this  question  in  a  peaceful  and  proper  manner.  It 
certainly  cannot,  with  the  consent  of  the  courts,  be  settled  by 
violence  or  any  unlawful  means. 

It  will  appear  to  you  from  what  I  have  said  that  a  very 
serious  and  important  duty  devolves  upon  you  as  grand 
jurors  of  this  court.  Your  oath  requires  you  to  diligently 
inquire  and  true  presentm^its  make  '^  of  such  articles,  mat- 
ters, and  things  as  shall  be  given  you  in  charge  or  otherwise 
come  to  your  knowledge  touching  the  present  service."  The 
oath  indicates  the  impartial  spirit  with  which  your  duties 
should  be  performed.  You  are  to  present  no  one  from  envy, 
hatred,  or  malice,  nor  should  you  leave  any  one  unpresented 
for  fear,  favor,  affection,  hope  of  reward  or  gain,  but  should 
present  all  things  truly  as  they  come  to  your  knowledge, 
according  to  the  best  of  your  understanding.  In  each  judi- 
cial district  there  is  a  United  States  attorney,  appointed  by 
the  president  to  represent  the  interests  of  the  government 
in  the  prosecution  of  parties  charged  with  the  commission 
of  public  offenses  against  the  laws  of  the  United  States.  The 
United  States  attorney  for  this  district  will  therefore  appear 
before  you,  and  present  the  accusations  which  the  government 
may  desire  to  have  considered  by  you.  He  will  point  out 
to  you  the  laws  other  than  those  I  have  mentioned  which 
the  government  deems  to  have  been  violated,  and  will  sub- 
poena for  your  examination  such  witnesses  as  he  may  con- 
sider important,  and  also  such  other  witnesses  as  you  may 
direct  In  your  investigations  you-  will  receive  only  legal 
evidence,  to  the  exclusion  of  mere  reports,  suspicions,  and 
hearsay  evidence.  Subject  to  this  qualification,  you  will  re- 
ceive all  the  evidence  presented  which  may  throw  light  upon 
the  matter  under  consideration,  whether  it  tend  to  establish 
the  innocence  or  the  guilt  of  the  accused.  And  more,  if  in 
the  course  of  your  inquiries  you  have  reason  to  believe  that 
there  is  other  evidence  not  presented  to  you  within  your 
reach,  which  would  qualify  or  1847]  explain  away  the  charge 
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under  invesiigation,  it  will  be  your  duty  to  order  such  evi- 
dence to  be  produced.  Formerly  it  was  held  that  an  in- 
dictment might  be  found  if  evidence  were  produced  suffi- 
cient to  render  the  truth  of  the  charge  probable.  But  a 
different  and  a  more  just  and  merciful  rule  now  prevails.  To 
justify  the  finding  of  an  indictment  you  must  be  convinced, 
so  far  as  the  evidence  before  you  goes,  that  the  accused 
is  guilty;  in  other  words,  you  ought  not  to  find  an  indict- 
ment unless,  in  your  judgment,  the  evidence  before  you, 
unexplained  and  uncontradicted,  would  warrant  a  convic- 
tion by  a  petit  jury.  To  authorize  you  to  find  an  indict- 
ment or  presentment,  there  must  be  a  concurrence  of  at 
least  12  of  your  number, — a  mere  majority  will  not  suffice. 
You  are  to  keep  your  deliberations  secret,  and  allow  no  one 
to  question  you  as  to  your  own  action,  or  the  action  of 
your  associates  on  the  grand  jury.  In  the  progress  of  your 
examinations,  should  questions  arise  concerning  which  you 
may  desire  further  instructions  from  the  court,  you  may 
come  into  court  for  that  purpose,  and  the  law  will  be  further 
explained  to  you  with  respect  to  such  questions. 


[810]     AETHUR  ET  AL.  v.  OAKES  ET  AL. 

(Oircnlt  Ck>urt  of  Appeals,  Seventh  Circuit    October  1, 1894.) 
[63  Fed.,  310.] 

[This  decision,  although  sometimes  cited,  was  not  based 

upon  the  anti-trust  law.    It  was  an  appeal  from  certain 

injunctions  issued  in  the  case  of  Farmers*  Loan  and  Trust 

Co.  V.  Northern  Pacific  B.  Co.,  60  Fed.  803.    On  page  329  of 

the  decision  the  court  said :] 

**  In  the  course  of  the  argument  some  reference  was  made  to  the  act 
of  Congress  of  July  2,  1890,  entitled  *An  act  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies.'  (26  Stat, 
209.)  It  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  to  decide  whether,  within  the 
meaning  of  that  statute,  the  acts  and  combinations  against  which  the 
injunction  was  aimed  would  have  been  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com> 
merce  among  the  several  states.  This  case  was  not  based  upon  that 
act  The  questions  now  before  the  court  have  been  determinel^  with- 
out reference  to  the  above  act  and  upon  tlie  general  principles  that 
control  the  exercise  of  Jurisdiction  by  courts  of  equity." 
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[27]      UNITED  STATES  v.  ELLIOTT  ET  AL.» 
(Circnlt  Court,  B.  D.  MiBSonrt    October  24,  1884.) 
[«4  Fed.,  27.] 

OONSPIBACT  IN   RI8TBAINT  OF  IlfTEBSTATB  COICICKBOK— WhAT  GONSTI- 

TUTB8.— A  combination  by  railroad  employes  to  prevent  all*  the  rail- 
roads of  a  large  city  engaged  in  carrying  the  United  States  mails 
and  in  interstate  commerce,  from  carrying  freight  and  passengers, 
hauling  cars,  and  securing  the  services  of  persons  other  than  strik- 
ers, and  to  Induce  persons  to  leave  the  service  of  such  railroads,  is 
within  Act  July  2, 1890,  §  1,  which  provides  that  every  contract,  com- 
bination in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  "or  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  trade  or  commerce  "  among  the  states,  is  ill^gal.^ 

Sams— Injunction— PowKB  or  Gongbxsb  to  Authqbize.— Act  July  2, 
1890,  I  4,  which  provides  that  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States 
have  Jurisdiction  to  restrain  combinations  and  conspiracies  to  ob- 
struct and  destroy  interstate  commerce,  before  such  objects  are  ac- 
compllsbed,  is  not  void  for  want  of  power  in  congress  to  authorlie 
such  proceedings. 

Samb— Injunction  Obdeb— Persons  not  Named  in  Bni^— Under  Act 
Juy  2, 1890,  I  6,  an  injunction  order  in  an  action  to  enjoin  an  illegal 
conspiracy  against  interstate  commerce  may  provide  that  it  shall 
be  in  force  on  defendants  not  named  in  the  bill,  but  who  are  within 
[S8]  the  terms  of  the  order,  where  It  also  provides  that  it  is  oper- 
ative on  all  persons  acting  in  concert  with  the  designated  con- 
spirators, though  not  named  in  the  writ,  after  the  commission  of 
some  act  by  them  in  furtherance  of  the  conspiracy,  and  service  of 
the  writ  on  them. 

Bill  by  the  United  States  against  M.  J.  Elliott  and  others 
to  restrain  a  conspiracy  to  obstruct  and  destroy  interstate 
commerce  in  violation  of  Act  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat  209). 
A  preliminary  injunction  was  granted.  62  Fed.  801.  De- 
fendants demurred  to  the  bill.    Demurrer  overruled. 

Wm.  H.  ClopUm^  United  States  Attorney. 

W.  TT.  Erwin^  S.  S.  Gregory^  and  TT.  A.  Shumaker^  for 
descendants.         * 

Philips,  District  Judge  (orally). 

This  case  was  submitted  yesterday  on  the  demurrer  filed 
to  the  bill  by  certain  of  the  defendants.    The  district  attor- 

•  Prtiiminaiy  injunction  granted  (62  Fed.,  801).    See  p.  262. 
»  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1895,  by  West  Publishing  Ck). 
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nej  submitted  the  same  on  the  pleadings;  and  the  defend- 
ants, on  the  pleadings  and  an  extensive  brief.  This  suit  grew 
out  of  the  recent  "  strike,"  and  the  bill  was  filed  on  behalf 
of  the  United  States,  by  the  district  attorney,  under  di- 
recti(Hi  of  the  attorney  general  of  the  United  States,  to  en- 
join the  defendants  from  the  consummation  of  an  organized 
conspiracy,  which  threatened  to  obstruct  and  was  impeding 
the  passage  of  the  United  States  mails,  and  interfering  with 
interstate  commerce.  The  demurrer,  of  course,  admits  all 
the  material  allegations  of  the  bill ;  that  is,  all  facts  which 
are  well  pleaded.  These  averments  may  be  summarized  as 
follows :  It  is  charged,  in  substance,  that  the  defendants  have 
combined  and  confederated  together  to  prevent  the  several 
railroads  named  in  the  bill, — ^being  about  all  of  the  many 
important  roads  coming  into  the  city  of  St  Louis,  Mo., — 
which  are  engaged  in  carrying  the  United  States  mails  and 
in  interstate  commerce,  carrying  passengers  and  freights, 
from  conducting  their  customary  business  in  transporting 
passengers  and  freights  between  and  among  the  different 
states  of  the  Union,  and  foreign  countries.  It  is  further 
charged  that  said  defendants  have  combined  and  conspired 
to  induce  persons  in  the  employ  of  said  railroads  to  leave  the 
service  of  their  respective  companies,  and  to  prevent  the  com- 
panies from  securing  the  services  of  other  persons  in  the 
place  of  those  induced  to  quit,  the  object  of  such  conspiracy 
being  to  prevent  said  railroad  companies  from  hauling  cars 
which  are  extensively  used  in  the  necessary  transaction  of 
their  business  in  interstate  commerce.  The  bill  charges  the 
commission  of  divers  and  sundry  acts  by  the  alleged  con- 
spirators in  furtherance  of  the  objects  of  the  confederation. 
Among  other  things,  it  is  alleged  that  certain  of  the  defend- 
ants, under  the  leadership  of  one  Debs,  have  issued  orders 
and  directions  to  persons  in  the  employ  of  said  railroads  to 
act  subject  to  their  direction,  whereby  said  employes  have 
been  commanded  and  required  to  cease  from  operating  the 
respective  railroads.  It  is  further  charged  that  certain  of 
said  defendants  have  threatened  to  tie  up  the  entire  opera- 
tions of  trains  of  such  of  said  companies  as  refuse  to  accede  to 
certain  demands  made  upon  them  by  the  leaders  of  the  con- 
spiracy, and  that  it  is  the  purpose  and  object  of  the  defend- 
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ants  to  so  obstruct  and  crip-  [89]  pie  the  business  of  said 
roads  as  to  prevent  them  from  performing  their  duties  and 
functions  as  conmion  carriers  of  freights  and  passengers 
among  the  several  states  through  which  the  several  lines  of 
said  roads  pass.  It  is  further  alleged  that  it  is  among  the 
objects  and  plans  of  said  conspirators  to  control  the  inter- 
state conunerce  between  the  city  of  St.  Louis  and  points  in 
other  states,  and  thereby  prevent  the  owners  of  said  roads 
from  exercising  any  independent  control  thereof  in  the  trans- 
action of  interstate  commerce.  The  bill  further  sets  up, 
what  is  quite  an  historic  fact  in  commercial  circles,  that  the 
city  of  St  Louis  is  a  large  live-stock  market  for  the  sale 
and  slaughter  of  cattle  and  hogs,  and  the  preparation  of  the 
same  for  food,  and  is  also  a  large  manufacturing  center, 
from  which  point  these  food  supplies  and  manufactured  ar- 
ticles are  distributed  to  various  points  throughout  the  United 
States,  and  other  necessaries  of  life,  which  have  beccnne  es- 
sential to  the  commerce,  growth,  and  development  of  the 
country,  and  for  its  d(Hnestic  life,  and  that  the  aforesaid  in- 
terference with  the  transportation  of  these  supplies  is  a  great 
public  detrim^t,  not  only  to  said  city,  of  600,000  people,  but 
to  all  the  people  of  the  various  states  reached  by  the  exertions 
and  efforts  of  this  distributing  point,  who,  by  the  course  of 
business,  have  become  largely  dependent  upon  this  source  of 
supply.  The  object  of  the  bill  is  to  have  these  parties,  and 
their  aiders  and  abettors,  enjoined  and  restrained  from  the 
further  prosecution  of  their  unlawful  purpose  and  danger- 
ous conspiracy. 

The  demurrer  raises  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court  over  the  subject-matter,  and  the  right  of  the  United 
States  to  bring  such  suit  in  equity;  and  various  other  sug- 
gestions are  made,  of  minor  importance.  As  recited  in  the 
temporary  order  of  injunction  made  by  Judge  Thayer,  the 
suit  was  instituted  upon  the  authority  of  the  attorney  general 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  bill  is  properly  sworn  to,  in  the 
usual  form.  I  do  not  propose  to  go  into  any  extended  dis- 
cussion of  the  many  various  questions  discussed  by  coimsel 
in  the  brief. 

It  is  a  fact  of  supreme  importance,  to  be  stated  at  the  very 
threshold  of  this  discussion,  that  the  regulation  and  control 
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of  commerce  among  the  states  of  the  Union,  and  witii  for- 
eign nations,  is,  by  the  federal  constitution,  reposed  exclu- 
sively in  the  congress  of  the  United  States.  The  felt  neces- 
sity of  this  federal  jurisdidi(m  was  the  one  great  impelling 
cause  that  led  to  the  formation  of  the  federal  Union,  and  the 
adoption  of  the  federal  constitution.  As  early  as  1778  this 
question  was  pressed  upon  the  consideration  of  congress  by 
a  memorial  from  the  state  of  New  Jersey,  and  in  1781  Dr. 
Witherspoon,  one  of  the  statesmen  of  that  day,  presented  a 
resolution  which  declared  that  ^^it  is  indispensably  neces- 
sary that  the  United  States,  in  congress  assembled,  should 
be  vested  with  a  right  of  superintending  the  commercial 
regulations  of  every  state,  that  none  may  take  place  that  shall 
be  partial,  or  contrary  to  the  common  interests."  And  in 
1786  Virginia  adopted  a  resolution  appointing  conmiission- 
ers  to  meet  with  like  commissioners  from  other  states,  and 
the  resolution  to  that  effect,  formulated  by  Mr.  Madison, 
recited  in  the  preamble  that  **  Whereas,  the  rdative  situa- 
tion of  the  United  States  has  [30]  been  found  on  trial  to 
require  uniformity  in  their  commercial  regulations,"  etc 
That  great  jurist.  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  Brown  v.  Mary- 
land^ 12  Wheat.  446,  most  aptly  presents  this  matter,  as 
follows : 

"The  oppressed  and  degraded  state  of  commerce  previous  to  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution  can  scarcely  be  forgotten.  It  was  regu- 
lated by  foreign  nations  with  a  single  view  of  their  own  interests, 
and  our  disunited  efforts  to  counteract  their  restrictions  were  rendered 
impotent  by  want  of  combination.  Congress,  indeed,  possessed  the 
power  of  making  treaties,  but  the  inability  of  the  federal  government 
to  enforce  them  had  become  so  apparent  as  to  render  that  power,  in  a 
great  degree,  useless.  Those  who  felt  the  Injury  arising  from  this 
state  of  things,  and  those  who  were  capable  of  estimating  the  in- 
fluence of  commerce  on  the  prosperity  of  nations,  perceived  the  neces- 
sity of  giving  the  control  over  this  important  subject  to  a  single 
govemm^it  It  may  be  doubted  whether  any  of  the  evils  proceeding 
from  the  feebleness  of  the  federal  government  contributed  more  to 
that  great  Revolution  which  Introduced  the  present  system  than  the 
deep  and  general  conviction  that  conmierce  ought  to  be  regulated  by 
congress.  It  is  not,  therefore,  matter  of  surprise  that  the  grant  should 
be  as  extensive  as  the  mischief,  and  should  comprehend  all  foreign 
commerce  and  all  commerce  among  the  states.  To  construe  the  power 
80  as  to  impair  Its  efficacy  would  tend  to  defeat  an  object  In  the  attain- 
ment of  which  the  American  public  took,  and  Justly  took,  that  strong 
interest  which  arose  from  a  full  conviction  of  its  necessity."  **  What, 
then,  is  the  Just  extent  of  a  power  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign 
nations,  and  among  the  several  states?"    "The  power  is  coextensive 
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wUh  the  subject  on  which  it  acts,  and  cannot  be  stopped  at  the  exter- 
nal boundary  of  a  state,  but  must  enter  its  Interior."  **Ck)mmerce  is 
Intercourse.    One  of  its  most  ordinary  ingredients  is  traffic" 

In  the  passion  of  the  hour,  we  are  apt  to  forget  the  pit  from 
which  we  were  dug,  and  the  rock  of  permanency  upon  which 
our  feet  were  planted,  by  the  wise  and  patriotic  men  who 
constructed  the  fabric  of  our  government.  The  power  to 
regulate  conmierce  among  the  states  carries  with  it,  as  the 
supreme  court  has  repeatedly  held,  the  power  to  protect  and 
defend. 

On  July  2,  1890,  congress  passed  the  law  entitled  "An  act 
to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints 
and  monopolies,"  section  1  of  which  is  as  follows:  "Every 
contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to 
be  illegal."  It  may  be  conceded  that  the  controlling,  objec- 
tive point,  in  the  mind  of  congress,  in  enacting  this  statute, 
was  to  suppress  what  are  known  as  "  trusts  "  and  "  monopo- 
lies." But,  like  a  great  many  other  enactments,  the  statute 
is  made  so  comprehensive  and  far-reaching  in  its  express 
terms  as  to  extend  to  like  incidents  and  acts  clearly  within 
the  expression  and  spirit  of  the  law.  It  declares  that  every 
act,  combination  in  the  form  of  a  trust  or  otherwise,  or  con- 
spiracy, in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  states, 
or  with  foreign  nations,  is  forbidden.  Therefore,  any  com- 
bination or  confederation  among  two  or  more  persons,  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,  comes  within  the  express  let- 
ter of  the  statute.  The  term  "  restraint  of  commerce  "  was 
used  in  its  ordinary,  business  understanding  and  acceptation. 
Among  the  recognized  meanings  of  the  word  are  "  prohibi- 
tion of  action;  holding  or  pressing  back  from  action;  hin- 
drance; confinement;  restriction."  It  is  a  restriction  or  hin- 
drance created  by  the  application  of  external  force.  It  is  a 
vis  major  applied  directly  and  effectually  to  carriers  of  [31 1 
interstate  ccxmmerce,  which  prevents  them  from  operation. 
OUvera  t.  Insurance  Co.,  8  Wheat  193.  It  was  perfectly 
competent  for  congress,  in  the  exercise  of  its  constitutional 
jnrisdicticm  of  the  whole  subject  of  such  commerce,  to  pass 
laws  to  prevent  and  sappreas  unlawful  conspiracies  and  corn- 
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binations  to  interfere  with  the  operation  of  such  commerce. 
Accordingly,  section  4  of  said  act  provides  that: 

"The  several  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby  in- 
vested with  Jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  this  act ; 
and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United 
States,  in  their  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of  the  attorney 
general,  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain  such 
violations.  Such  proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  petition  setting  forth 
the  case  and  praying  that  such  violation  shall  be  enjoined  or  other- 
wise prohibited.''  "  When  tbe  parties  complained  of  shall  have  been 
duly  notified  of  such  petition  the  court  shall  proceed,  as  soon  as  may 
be,  to  the  hearing  and  determination  of  the  case;  and  pending  such 
petition  and  before  final  decree,  the  court  may  at  any  time  make  such 
temporary  restraining  order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be  deemed  Just  in 
the  premises." 

It  was  pursuant  to  this  statute,  .inter  alia,  that  Judge 
Thatbr  issued  the  temporary  restraining  order  in  this  case. 
I  am  unable  to  perceive  the  force  of  the  argument  against 
the  power  of  congress  to  authorize  such  civil  proceedings  in 
equity  to  suppress  and  restrain  combinations  and  conspir- 
acies to  accomplish  the  obstruction  and  destruction  of  inter- 
state commerce  and  trade  before  it  is  accomplished.  It  was 
just  as  competent  for  congress  to  provide  this  civil  remedy  of 
prevention  as  it  was  to  provide  for  punishment  in  a  criminai 
proceeding  for  the  unlawful  conspiracy  entered  upon  or 
consummated. 

It  is  urged  by  counsel  for  defendants  that  courts  of  equity 
will  not  interpose  by  injunction  to  prevent  the  commission 
of  an  act  which,  when  done,  would  be  a  crime  penally  pun- 
ishable. This  is  an  "old  saw."  It  is  a  general  rule  of 
equity  jurisprudence  that  courts  of  chancery  will  not  inter- 
pose where  there  is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  nor  will 
they  ordinarily  interpose  to  prevent  the  commission  of  a 
crime.  A  well  and  long  established  exception  to  this  rule 
is  that  where  parties  threaten  to  commit  a  criminal  offense, 
which,  if  executed  against  private  property,  would  destroy 
it,  and  occasion  irreparable  injury  to  the  owner,  and  espe- 
cially where  such  destruction  would  occasion  a  multiplicity 
of  suits  to  redress  the  wrong  if  committed,  courts  of  equity 
may  interpose  by  injunction  to  restrain  the  threatened  in- 
jury. The  law,  it  does  seem  to  me,  would  be  very  imperfect, 
and  indeed  impotent,  if  a  number  of  irresponsible  men  could 
conspire  and  confederate  together  to  destroy  my  property, 
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to  demolish  or  bum  down  my  house,  that  I  should  be  re- 
mitted alone  to  the  criminal  statutes  for  their  prosecution 
after  my  property  was  destroyed.  Most  generally,  such  law- 
breakers who  engage  in  such  conspiracies  are  a  lot  of  pro- 
fessional agitators.  They  have  no  property  to  respond  in 
damages.  Their  tongues  are  their  principal  stock  in  trade; 
and  inasmuch  as  imprisonment  for  debt  is  abolished,  and 
cruel  and  unusual  punishments  are  prohibited,  an  execution 
would  be  quite  unavailing.  It  certainly  presents  a  case  that 
most  strongly  appeals  to  the  strong  arm  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  reach  forth  to  pre-  [82]  vent  great  injury  and  loss,  as  the 
only  means  of  conserving  the  rights  of  private  property. 
It  is  now  a  well-recognized  office  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
conserve  and  preserve  the  rights  of  private  property  in  ad- 
vance of  its  molestation  and  appropriation,  where,  from  the 
peculiar  circumstances,  the  remedy  at  law  might  be  of  doubt- 
ful restitution.  In  the  recent  case  in  Chicago,  in  which 
E.  M.  Arthur  was  intervener,  against  Thomas  F.  Oakes  et 
al.  (63  Fed.  310),  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  in  reviewing  the 
restraining  order  issued  by  Judge  Jenkins,  has  very  effectu- 
ally met  this  objection,  and  presented  the  law  respecting 
unlawful  conspiracies  with  a  force  and  clearness  to  forever 
set  this  question  at  rest.  It  may  not  be  out  of  place  here 
to  say  that  no  public  decision  has  perhaps  been  so  much 
misunderstood,  or  ignorantly  or  intentionally  misrepresented 
and  perverted,  as  that  of  the  distinguished  jurist.  The 
opinion  recognizes  the  right  of  employes  and  labor  organi- 
zations, in  the  absence  of  a  contract  binding  the  employ^ 
to  a  given  term  of  service,  whenever  they  become  dissatisfied 
with  their  employment  or  their  wages,  to  quit  the  service 
of  the  employer,  either  separately  or  collectively;  and  they 
have  a  right,  by  preagreement  or  preconcert  of  action,  to 
unite  together  for  taking  peaceful  and  lawful  means  to 
secure  an  increase  of  wages;  to  withdraw,  separately  or  in 
a  body,  from  the  service  of  the  employer,  when  dissatisfied. 
It  is  not  competent  for  the  courts  to  interpose  to  restrain 
their  right  of  volition,  which  is  among  the  natural  and 
inalienable  rights  of  every  citizen,  to  work  for  wh(»n  he 
pleases,  where  he  can  get  employment,  and  to  quit  whenever 
he  is  dissatisfied  therewith*    But  the  opinion  distinctly  an- 
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nounces  the  furtiier  proposition  that  such  men  have  no  right 
to  conspire  and  combine  together,  not  only  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  better  conditions  and  wages,  and  quit  service 
if  not  secured,  but  to  go  further  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
venting the  employer  from  supplying  the  places  vacated  with 
other  employes,  who  are  ready  and  willing  to  take  thrir 
places;  that  they  have  no  right  to  combine  and  confederate 
together  for  the  purpose  of  wantonly  injuring  and  destroy- 
ing the  property  of  their  employer,  and  to  obstruct  and 
interfere  with  his  dominion  over  and  control  of  his  private 
property.  An  act  which,  if  done  by  an  individual,  may 
be  lawful,  may  become  quite  a  different  thing  when  under- 
taken to  be  done  by  a  confederation  among  many,  having 
for  its  inspiration  the  purpose  of  injuring  and  destroying 
the  property  of  another,  by  preventing  him  from  prosecut- 
ing his  business  by  taking  into  his  service  others  to  supply 
the  places  of  those  who  voluntarily  have  gone  out  So  the 
learned  justice  says: 

"It  seems  entirely  clear,  upon  authority,  that  any  combination  or 
conspiracy  upon  the  part  of  these  empioyte  would  be  illegal,  which 
has  for  Its  object  to  cripple  the  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
receivers,  and  to  embarrass  the  operations  of  the  railroad  under  their 
management,  either  by  disabling  or  rendering  unfit  for  use  the  en- 
gines, cars,  or  other  property  in  their  hands,  or  by  interfering  with 
their  possession,  or  by  actually  obstructing  their  control  or  man- 
agement of  the  property,  or  by  using  force,  intimidation,  threats, 
or  other  wrongful  methods  against  the  receivers  or  their  agents,  or 
against  employes  remaining  in  their  service,  or  by  using  llk^  methods 
to  cause  employ^  to  quit,  or  prevent  or  deter  others  from  entering 
the  service  in  place  of  those  leaving  it  Ck>mbination8  of  that  char- 
acter disturb  the  peace  of  society,  and  are  mischievous  in  the  extreme. 
They  imperil  the  interests  [33]  of  the  public,  which  may  rightfully 
demand  that  the  free  course  of  trade  shall  not  be  unreasonably  ob- 
structed. They  endanger  the  personal  security  and  the  personal 
liberty  of  Individuals,  who.  In  the  exercise  of  their  Inalienable 
privilege  of  choosing  the  terms  upon  which  they  wUl  labor,  enter 
or  attempt  to  enter  the  services  of  those  against  whom  such  com- 
binations are  aimed.  And  as  acts  of  the  character  referred  to  would 
have  defeated  the  proper  administration  of  the  trust  estate,  and 
Inflicted  Irreparable  Injury  upon  it,  as  well  as  prejudiced  the  rights 
of  the  public,  the  circuit  court  properly  framed  Its  Injunction  so 
as  to  restrain  all  such  acts  as  have  specifically  been  set  forth,  as  well 
as  combinations  and  conspiracies  having  the  object  and  Intent  of 
physically  Injuring  the  property,  or  of  actually  Interfering  with  the 
regular,  continuous  operation  of  the  railroad." 

Further  on,  he  says: 

"  In  our  consideration  of  this  case,  we  have  not  overlooked  the  ob- 
aenratlon  of  counsel  In  respect  to  the  use  of  special  injunctions  to  pn- 
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Tent  wrong  which,  if  oomniitted«  may  be  otherwise  reached  by  the 

court" 

Then,  after  observing  that  this  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 

equity  should  be  cautiously  and  conservatively  exercised, 

said: 

"  It  will  be  refused  until  the  court  is  satisfied  that  the  case  before 
It  Is  of  a  right  about  to  be  destroyed.  Irreparably  Injured,  or  great  and 
lasting  injury  about  to  be  done  by  an  illegal  act.  In  such  a  case  the 
court  owes  It  to  Its  suitors  and  its  own  principles  to  administer  tne 
only  remedy  the  law  allows,  to  prevent  the  commission  of  the  act  The 
authorities  all  agree  that  a  court  of  equity  should  not  hesitate  to  use 
this  power  when  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case  In  hand  re- 
quire It  to  be  done,  In  order  to  protect  rights  and  property  againrt 
Irreparable  damages  by  wrongdoers." 

Then,  quoted  from  Mr.  Justice  Story,  the  following: 

*'Tbe  jurisdiction  of  these  courts  thus  operating  by  special  injunc- 
tion Is  manifestly  indispensable  for  the  purpose  of  social  Justice,  In  a 
great  variety  of  cases,  and  therefore  should  be  fostered  and  upheld  by 
a  steady  confidence." 

The  court  then  concludes  with  the  statement  that  no  other 

remedy  than  that  of  injunction,  to  meet  such  extraordinary 

conditions  of  affairs,  was  full  and  complete  for  the  protection 

of  the  property,  and  "  for  the  preservation  of  the  rights  of 

the  public  in  its  due  and  orderly  administration  by  the 

courts.'*    The  court  then  says : 

**  That  Some  of  the  acts  enjoined  can  criminally  subject  the  wrong- 
doers to  actions  for  damages,  or  to  criminal  prosecution,  does  not  there- 
fore, in  Itself,  determine  the  question  as  to  interference  by  injunction. 
If  the  acts  stop  at  crime,  or  involve  merely  crime,  or  if  the  injury 
threatened  could,  if  done,  be  adequately  compensated  in  damages, 
equity  would  not  interfere.  But  as  the  acts  threatened  Involve  the 
irreparable  injury  to  and  destruction  of  property,  as  well  as  continuous 
acts  of  trespass,  to  say  nothing  of  the  rights  of  the  public,  the  remedy 
at  law  would  have  been  Inadequate." 

This  doctrine  was  long  ago  announced  by  so  distinguished 

a  jurist  as  Mr.  Justice  Story,  who  said : 

*'  If,  indeed,  courts  of  equity  did  not  interfere  in  cases  of  this  sort, 
there  would,  as  has  been  truly  said,  be  a  great  failure  of  Justice  in  this 
country." 

As  said  by  Judge  Thateb  in  granting  this  provisional  in- 
junction : 

*'  A  combination  whose  professed  object  is  to  resist  the  operation  of 
railroads  whose  lines  extend  from  a  great  city  into  adjoining  states, 
until  such  roads  accede  to  certain  demands  made  upon  them,  whether 
such  demands  are  in  themselves  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  Just  or 
unjust,  is  certainly  an  unlawful  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  commerce 
among  tlie  states ;  and  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  as  well  as 
at  common  law,  men  may  not  conspire  to  accomplish  a  lawful  purpose 
by  unlawful  meana." 

10870*»— S.  Doc  111,  d2-l,  vol  1 ^21 
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[34]  It  would  present  a  most  anomalous  state  of  affairs, 
in  a  country  like  this,  if  men,  because  of  some  supposed  or 
real  grievance  with  an  employer  in  a  distinct  business,  should 
be  permitted  to  confederate  and  conspire  together  for  the 
purpose  of  coercing  the  employer  into  acceding  to  their  de- 
mands, and,  as  a  means  to  a  specific  end,  tie  up  and  stop 
independent  railroads  extending  from  the  Pacific  coast  to  the 
Lakes  on  the  north  and  northeast,  deaden  all  the  engines  on 
the  tracks;  thereby  intercepting  the  transportation  of  pas- 
sengers and  the  necessary  supplies  passing  from  one  state  to 
another,  and  stop  the  shipment  of  cattle,  sheep,  hogs,  com, 
wheat,  oats,  fruits,  and  vegetables.  It  is  impossible  to  state 
in  language  the  far-reaching  destructiveness  and  ruin  of 
such  a  scheme,  if  permitted  to  proceed  to  accomplishment. 
The  business  of  this  country  has  adjusted  itself  to  operations 
of  interstate  commerce.  Large  communities,  of  people  are 
dependent  for  the  necessaries  of  life  upon  the  agricultural 
products  of  other  communities.  While  we  have  a  state  here 
with  a  productive  energy  and  capacity  for  producing  nearly 
all  the  necessaries  of  life,  yet,  because  of  the  fact  that  other 
localities  can  produce  with  less  labor  and  more  profit  certain 
supplies  than  the  local  community,  people  forbear  giving 
attention  to  the  production  of  articles  which  they  can  thus 
obtain  more  cheaply  and  readily,  and  depend  therefor  upon 
other  communities,  and  the  railroads  for  transporting 
such  supplies  from  one  state  to  another.  If  persons  may 
combine  and  confederate  together  to  stop  the  railroad  trains 
from  passing  from  one  city  and  one  state  to  another,  it  is 
easy  to  be  seen  how  quickly  and  readily  they  could  produce 
ruin,  famine,  and  death  in  our  great  cities.  They  could  cut 
off  such  necessaries  for  the  sustenance  of  life  as  an  adequate 
supply  of  coal,  and  in  one  month,  or  less,  produce  a  coal 
famine  in  city  and  country.  It  certainly  ought  to  be  per- 
missible to  the  government,  representing  the  whole  people, 
to  interpose,  to  preserve  and  protect  the  public  life  and  the 
public  health.  The  framers  of  the  federal  constitution 
builded  wisely  when  they  gave  to  congress  control  over  our 
interstate  commerce.  With  prophetic  eye,  they  looked  far 
into  the  future  of  their  country,  and  foresaw  the  develop- 
ment of  its  commerce,  and  the  absolute  necessity  of  the  free- 
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dom  of  commercial  intercourse  between  the  different  com- 
munities extending  from  ocean  to  ocean.  The  fact  that  con- 
gress did  not  enact  the  statute  above  recited  until  1890,  is 
no  argument  against  the  existence  of  its  power.  Many 
powers  lodged  by  the  constitution  in  the  legislative  depart- 
ment long  lie  dormant,  until  the  exigency  arises  to  invoke 
them  into  activity.  As  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Miller  in  Sawyer 
V.  i7£>a5r,  17  Wall.  620: 

"When  we  consider  tbe  rapid  development  of  corporations  as  In- 
stmmentaUties  of  the  commercial  and  business  world  in  the  last  few 
years,  with  the  corresponding  necessity  of  adapting  legal  principles 
to  the  new  and  varying  exigencies  of  this  business,  it  is  no  solid 
objection  to  snch  a  principle  that  it  is  modem,  for  the  occasion  for  it 
could  not  sooner  have  arisen." 

Congress  passed  the  act  of  1890  in  response  to  the  public 
necessities.  And  as  the  sequel  proved,  in  the  great  extremity 
to  which  the  country  was  forced  last  summer,  the  framers 
of  the  law  "  builded  wiser  than  they  knew.**  The  furious 
assaults  made  on  the  federal  [35]  judiciary  in  connection 
with  this  trouble,  for  grasping  jurisdiction,  are  wholly  im- 
warranted,  in  view  of  the  express  authority  given  the  courts 
by  said  act  of  congress.  The  federal  courts  are  the  creation 
of  the  federal  constitution,  and  the  laws  made  in  pursuance 
thereof.  It  is  their  office  to  execute,  and  not  make,  the  laws. 
They  possess  just  such  powers,  and  all  the  power  and  juris- 
diction, as  are  conferred  on  them  by  the  supreme  law  of 
the  land.  And  when  they  come  in  the  exercise  of  the  juris- 
diction with  which  they  have  been  clothed  by  an  express  act 
of  the  federal  legislature,  and  grant  injunctions,  as  they  did 
last  summer,  against  unlawful  combinations  of  men,  to  re- 
strain and  prevent  the  operations  of  the  unreasoning  and 
unappeasable  spirit  of  the  mob,  in  the  protection  of  the  free- 
dom of  trade  and  commerce,  to  break  the  blockades  on  the 
public  highways  so  as  to  open  up  travel  and  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  United  States  mails,  and  restore  by  civil  proc- 
esses the  healthful  glow  and  flow  of  a  nation's  commerce, 
they  come  as  servitors,  within  the  meaning  of  the  preamble 
to  tiie  federal  constitution,  ^'  to  establish  justice,*'  and  to  con- 
serve the  public  welfare.  In  such  office  they  deserve  the  com- 
mendation of  all  good  men,  rather  than  the  hurtful  criti- 
cisms to  which  they  have  been  exposed.  It  is  well,  in  such  a 
crisis,  that  the  American  people  should  be  reminded  that  this 
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is  a  government  of  law,  and  not  of  the  tumultuous  assembly 

controlled  by  one  spirit  to-day,  and  by  another  to-morrow. 

Objection  is  made  in  the  demurrer  and  the  brief  of  counsel 

-that  the  restraining  order  granted  in  this  case  went  against 

parties  not  named  specifically  in  the  bill  and  the  restraining 

order.    The  language  of  the  provisional  order  in  this  respect 

is  as  follows: 

**It  is  ordered  tbat  the  aforesaid  injunction,  with  writ  of  injunc- 
tion, shall  be  In  force  and  binding  upon  such  of  the  defendants  as  are 
named  in  said  bill,  «  «  «  and  shall  be  binding  upon  such  defend- 
ants whose  names  are  not  stated,  but  who  are  within  the  terms  of  this 
order." 

The  order  further  directed  that  the  injunction  should  be 
operative  upon  all  persons  acting  in  concert  with  the  desig- 
nated conspirators,  and  under  their  direction  and  control, 
and  where  parties  were  not  named  especially  in  the  writ,  but 
were  found  to  be  acting  in  concert  with  and  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  alleged  conspirators,  and  commit  some  act  in 
furtherance  of  the  conspiracy,  then  the  marshal  should  serve 
the  writ  upon  them,  and  if,  after  service  of  the  writ  upon 
them,  they  did  any  act  in  violation  of  the  injunction,  they 
would  come  within  the  terms  of  the  restraining  order.  This, 
I  think,  it  is  competent  for  the  court  to  do,  under  section  6 
of  the  act  aforesaid,  and  that  it  was  conformable  to  the  cus- 
tom and  usage  of  courts  of  equity,  where  there  are  engaged 
such  large  numbers  of  unknown  persons  in  such  unlawful 
conspiracy.  As  the  order  of  injunction  was  not  to  become 
operative  upon  them  until  served  with  a  copy  thereof,  it 
does  not  lie  in  their  mouths  to  question  the  regularity  of  the 
proceeding.  My  conclusion  is  that  the  bill  is  sufficient,  and 
the  demurrer  is  overniled. 


[7241        UNITED  STATES  v.  DEBS  ET  AL.<» 

UNION  TRUST  CO.  v.  ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO. 

(Circuit  Court,  N.  D.  Illinois.    December  14,  1894.) 

[64  B^ed.,  724.] 

Contempt — Pkoceedino   in    Equity — Conclusiveness   of   Answeb. — 

In  proceedings  for  contempt  In  equity,  a  sworn  answer,  however  full 

aWrit  of  habeas  corps  denied  (158  U.  S.,  5G4).  See  p.  565.  Debs 
was  also  Indicted,  with  others,  for  conspiracy  to  obstruct  the  malls  (65 
Fed.,  210) .    That  decision  not  reprinted.    Anti-trust  law  not  considered. 
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and  uneqalTocal,  Is  not  conclasiye,  even  fn  the  case  of  a  stranger 
to  the  bill  for  the  Injunction  which  has  been  ▼iolated.a 

Same — ^Justification — Ihbegulabitiis. — Where  a  court  had  Jurisdic- 
tion of  an  injunction  suit,  and  did  not  exceed  its  powers  therein,  no 
irregularity  or  error  in  the  procedure  or  in  the  order  can  Justify  dis- 
obedience  of  the  writ 

[7S5]  Sams. — In  a  proceeding  for  contempt  in  disobeying  an  injunc- 
tion, the  sufficiency  of  the  petition  for  the  injunction,  in  req;>ect  to 
matters  of  form  and  averment  merely,  cannot  be  questioned. 

Bquitt  Jurisdiction — Rbstbainino  Pubuc  Nuisance. — Equity  has 
Jurisdiction  to  restrain  public  nuisances  on  bill  or  information  filed 
by  the  proper  officer,  on  behalf  ot  the  people. 

Contempt — ^Tbial  by  Court. — ^Though  the  same  act  constitute  a  con- 
t^npt  and  a  crime,  the  contempt  may  be  tried  and  punished  by  the 
court 

Combinations  in  Restraint  of  Interstate  Commerce — Scope  of  the 
Statute— Conspiracy.— Act  July  2,  1890  (28  Stat  200),  9  If  declar- 
ing illegal  "every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust,  or 
otherwise,  ot  conspiracy  "  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  not  aimed  at  capital  merely 
and  combinations  of  a  contractual  nature,  which  by  force  of  the 
title,  "An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  re- 
straints and  monopolies,"  are  limited  to  such  as  the  courts  have 
declared  unlawful,  the  words  "in  restraint  of  trade"  having,  in 
connection  with  the  words  "contract,"  and  "combination,"  their 
common-law  significance,  but  the  term  "conspiracy"  is  used  in  its 
well-settled  legal  meaning,  so  that  any  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce, if  to  be  accomplished  by  conspiracy,  is  unlawful. 

Same— Construction. — ^The  construction  of  the  statute  is  not  affected 
by  the  use  of  the  phrase  "  in  restraint  of  trade,"  rather  than  one  of 
the  phrases  "  to  injure  trade  "  or  "  to  restrain  trade." 

Same — Commerce. — ^The  word  "commerce,"  in  the  statute,  is  not 
synonymous  with  "  trade,"  as  used  in  the  conunon-law  phrase  "  re- 
straint of  trade,"  but  has  the  meaning  of  the  word  in  that  clause  of 
the  constitution  which  grants  to  congress  power  to  regulate  inter- 
state and  foreign  commerce. 

Same — Forfeiture  of  Property. — ^The  provision  of  Act  July  2,  1880,. 
I  0,  for  forfeiture  of  "  any  property  owned  under  any  contract  or  by 
any  combination,  or  pursuant  to  any  conspiracy  (and  being  the  sub- 
ject thereof)  mentioned  in  this  act,  and  being  in  the  course  of  trans- 
portation from  one  state  to  another,  or  to  a  foreign  country,"  does 
not  imply  that  only  cases  in  which  property  shall  be  found  subject 
to  forfeiture  shall  be  deemed  within  the  scope  of  the  act 

Bqutty  Jurisdiction — Right  to  Jury.— The  power  given  by  Act  July 
2, 1890,  to  circuit  courts  "  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  "  of  the 
act  is  not  an  invasion  of  the  right  of  trial  by  Jury,  as  the  Jurlsdic- 

•  Syllabus  coyprlghted,  1886,  by  West  Publishing  Ca 
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tion  80  given  to  equity  will  be  deemed  to  be  limited  to  such 
only  as  are  of  equitable  cognizance. 

OoRTBMPT — Violation  of  Injunction — CoNSPiaACT. — ^Where  defend- 
ants, directors,  and  general  officers  of  the  American  Railway  Union, 
In  combination  with  members  of  the  union,  engaged  in  a  conspiracy 
to  boycott  Pullman  cars,  In  use  on  railroads,  and  for  that  purpose 
entered  Into  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  hinder  interstate  com- 
merce In  general,  and,  in  furtherance  of  their  design,  those  actively 
engaged  in  the  strilce  used  threats,  violence,  and  other  unlawful 
means  of  Interference  with  the  operations  of  the  roads,  and,  instead 
of  respecting  an  Injunction  commanding  them  to  desist,  persisted  In 
their  purpose,  without  essential  change  of  conduct,  they  were  guilty 
of  contempt 

Sams — Interfebenob  with  Rkceiveb. — Any  Improper  Interference 
with  the  management  of  a  railroad  In  the  hands  of  receivers  Is  a 
contempt  of  the  courts  authority  in  malting  the  order  appointing 
the  receivers,  and  enjoining  Interference  with  their  controL 

Proceedings  for  contempt  against  Eugene  V.  Debs  and 
others  for  violation  of  injunctions  issued,  one  on  complaint 
of  the  United  [726]  States,  and  the  other  on  petition  of  the 
receivers  of  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railroad  Com- 
pany, appointed  in  a  suit  against  that  road  by  the  Union 
Trust  Company. 

These  Informations  were  filed  July  17,  1894.  The  substance  of  the 
first  Is : 

That  on  the  2d  day  of  July,  1894,  the  United  States  of  America  filed 
with  the  derls  of  this  court  an  information  or  complaint  charging, 
among  other  things,  that  the  defendants,  Eugene  V.  Debs,  George  W. 
Howard,  L.  W.  Rogers,  Sylvester  Eellher,  the  American  Railway 
Union,  and  others,  were  engaged  In  a  conspiracy  unlawfully  to  Inter- 
fere with  and  to  prevent  the  transportation  of  the  malls  and  Interstate 
commerce  over  and  upon  the  several  railroads  named  In  the  complaint, 
and  praying  an  injunction.  That  on  that  day,  by  order  of  the  court 
a  writ  of  injunction  was  duly  issued,  whereby  the  defendants,  and  all 
persons  combining  and  conspiring  with  them,  and  all  persons  whoso- 
.  ev^,  were  commanded  and  enjoined  "  to  desist  and  refrain  " — 

(1)  From  In  any  way  or  manner  interfering  with,  hindering,  ob- 
structing, or  stopping  any  of  the  business  of  any  of  the  following 
named  railroads :  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F^  Railroad ;  Baltimore 
&  Ohio  Railroad ;  Chicago  &  Alton  Railroad ;  Chicago  &  Eastern  Illi- 
nois Railroad;  Chicago  &  Erie  Railroad;  Chicago  &  Grand  Trunk 
Railway;  Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway;  Chicago  &  Western 
Indiana  Railroad ;  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quincy  Railroad ;  Chicago 
Great  Western  Railway;  Chicago,  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Railway; 
Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Railway;  Cleveland,  Cincinnati,  Chi- 
cago &  St  Louis  Railway ;  Illinois  Central  Railroad ;  Lake  Shore  & 
Michigan  Southern  Railway;  Louisville,  New  Albany  &  Chicago 
Railway;  Michigan  Central  Railroad;  New  York,  Chicago  &  St 
Louis  Railroad;  Pennsylvania  Company;  Wisconsin  Central  lines; 
Wabash  Railroad;    Union  Stock-Yard  &  Transit  Company, — as  corn- 
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mon  carriers  of  passengers  and  freight  between  or  among  any  states 
of  the  United  States; 

(2)  "  From  in  any  way  interfering  with,  hindering,  obstmcting,  or 
stopping  any  mall  trains,  express  trains,  or  other  trains,  whetlier 
freight  or  passenger,  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  or  carrying  pas- 
sengers or  freight  between  or  among  the  states ; 

(3)  From  in  any  manner  interfering  with,  hindering,  or  stopping 
any  trains  carrying  the  mail,  and  from  in  any  manner  interfering  with, 
hindering,  obstmctlng,  or  stopping  any  engines,  cars,  or  rolling  stock 
of  any  of  said  companies  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  con- 
nection with  the  carriage  of  passengers  or  freight  between  or  among 
the  states; 

(4)  From  in  any  manner  interfering  with,  injuring,  or  destroying 
any  of  tlie  property  of  any  of  said  railroads  engaged  in  or  for  the  pur- 
pose of,  or  in  connection  with,  interstate  commerce,  or  the  carriage  of 
the  mails  of  the  United  States,  or  the  transportation  of  passengers  or 
freight  between  or  among  the  states ; 

(5)  From  entering  upon  the  grounds  or  premises  of  any  of  said 
railroads  for  the  purpose  of  interfering  with,  hindering,  obstructing, 
or  stopping  any  of  said  mail  trains,  passenger  or  freight  trains  en- 
gaged in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  the  transportation  of  passengers 
or  freight  between  or  among  the  states,  or  for  the  purpose  of  inter- 
fering with,  injuring,  or  destroying  any  of  said  proper^  so  engaged 
in  or  used  in  connection  with  interstate  commerce,  or  the  transporta* 
tion  of  passengers  or  property  between  or  among  the  states ; 

(6)  From  injuring  or  destroying  any  part  of  the  tracks,  roadbed, 
or  road,  or  permanent  structures  of  said  railroads,  and  from  injuring, 
destroying,  or  in  any  way  interfering,  with  any  of  the  signals  or 
switehes  of  any  of  said  railroads,  and  from  displacing  or  extinguish- 
ing any  of  the  signals  of  any  of  said  railroads,  and  from  spiking, 
losing,  or  in  any  manner  fastening  any  of  the  switches  of  any  of 
said  railroads,  and  from  uncoupling  or  in  any  way  hampering  or  ol>- 
structlng  the  control  by  any  of  said  railroads  of  any  of  the  cars, 
engines,  or  parts  of  trains  of  any  of  said  railroads  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce,  or  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  freight  be- 
tween or  among  the  states,  or  engaged  in  carrying  any  of  the  mails 
of  the  United  States ; 

[727]  (7)  From  compelling  or  inducing,  or  attempting  to  compel  or 
induce,  by  threats,  intimidation,  persuasion,  force,  or  violence,  any  of 
the  employ^  of  any  of  said  railroads  to  refuse  or  fall  to  perform  any 
of  their  duties  as  employ^  of  any  of  said  railroads  in  connection  with 
the  interstate  business  or  commerce  of  said  railroads,  or  the  carriage 
of  the  United  States  mail  by  such  railroads,  or  the  transportation  of 
passtfigers  or  property  between  or  among  the  states; 

(8)  From  compelling  or  Inducing,  or  attempting  to  compel  or  induce, 
by  threats,  intimidation,  force,  or  violence,  any  of  the  employes  of  any 
of  said  railroads  who  are  employed  by  such  railroad  and  engaged  in 
Its  service  in  the  conduct  of  interstate  business,  or  in  the  operation 
of  any  of  its  trains  carrying  the  mail  of  the  United  States,  or  doing 
interstate  business,  or  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  freight 
between  and  among  the  states,  to  leave  the  service  of  such  railroads ; 

(9)  From  preventing  any  persons  whatever,  by  threats,  intimida- 
tion, force,  or  violence,  from  entering  the  service  of  any  of  said  rail- 
roads, and  doing  the  work  thereof,  in  the  carrying  of  the  mails  of  the 
United  States,  or  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  freight  between 
or  among  the  states; 

(10)  Fnnn  doing  any  act  whatever  in  furtherance  of  any  conq;>lracy 
or  combination  to  restrain  either  of  said  railroad  companies  or  re- 
oeiveni  in  the  free  and  unhindered  control  and  handling  of  interstate 
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commerce  over  the  lines  of  said  railroads,  and  of  transportation  of 
persons  and  freight  between  and  among  the  states;  and 

(11)  From  ordering,  directing,  aiding,  assisting,  or  abetting,  in  any 
manner  whatever,  any  person  or  persons  to  commit  any  or  ^ther  of 
the  acts  aforesaid." 

That  the  American  Railway  Union  is  a  voluntary  association,  of 
which  many  thousand  railway  employes  were  at  the  time  of  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  and  still  are,  members.  That  the  defendant  ^Eugene  V. 
Debs  is  the  president  of  the  association ;  (George  W.  Howard,  Its  vice 
president;  Sylvester  Keliher,  secretary  and  treasurer;  L.  W.  Rogers, 
one  of  the  directors ;  and  all  of  the  defendants  were  and  are  directors. 
That  the  avowed  purpose  of  said  union  and  its  officers  has  been,  and 
still  is,  to  procure  all  of  the  employes  of  the  railways  within  the 
United  States  to  become  members,  and  to  concentrate  the  power  and 
Jurisdiction  of  the  union  and  its  members  under  one  official  control, 
with  authority  to  order  strikes,  or  a  discontinuance  of  the  service  of 
such  employes  with  any  of  the  railway  companies  of  the  United 
States,  at  any  time  when  the  union,  its  board  of  directors  or  other 
officers,  should  elect  so  to  do,  with  or  without  sufficient  cause.  That 
on  the  26th  or  27th  day  of  June,  last  past,  prior  to  the  filing  of 
the  bill  and  the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  iDJunction,  the  union,  or  its 
board  of  directors  or  other  officers,  including  the  defendants,  had 
directed  and  ordered  all  its  members  engaged  in  the  service  of  the 
Illinois  Central  Railroad  Company  in  the  transportation  of  the  malls, 
and  of  interstate  commerce,  and  all  other  trains  controlled  and  oper- 
ated by  that  company,  to  strike  or  quit  service.  That  thereafter, 
and  before  the  writ  of  injunction  was  issued,  similar  orders  were 
issued  to  the  employ^  of  other  railway  companies,  named  in  the  bill 
of  complaint;  and  that,  in  pursuance  to  those  orders,  all  employdi 
who  were  members  of  the  American  Railway  Union  did  in  a  body 
leave  the  service  of  said  railway  companies,  for  the  avowed  purpose 
of  hindering,  preventing,  and  delaying  the  operation  of  trains  engaged 
in  the  transportation  of  the  mails  and  interstate  commerce.  That  the 
order  of  injunction  was  published  in  the  daily  papers  of  Chicago  on 
the  morning  of  July  3,  1894.  That  each  of  the  defendants  had  knowl- 
edge that  the  order  had  been  duly  entered  in  said  cause.  That  a 
copy  was  served  upon  the  defendant  Rogers  on  the  3d  day  of  July, 
and  upon  the  defendant  Eugene  V.  Debs  early  on  the  morning  of 
July  4th,  and  upon  the  defendants  George  W.  Howard  and  Sylvester 
Keliher  on  the  4th  day  of  July,  1894.  That  the  American  Railway 
Union,  prior  to  the  2d  day  of  July,  had  organized  many  local  unions 
upon  substantially  all  the  railroads  in  the  northwest,  from  Chicago  to 
California,  including  substantially  all  the  railroads  to  the  Pacific 
coast,  and  at  the  same  time  was  engaged  in  organizing  local  unions 
upon  the  main  lines  of  road  extending  from  Chicago  to  tlie  Atlantic 
coast;  and  that  the  work  of  organization  and  extension  was  [728] 
continued  without  change  or  interruption,  after  the  service  of  the  in- 
junction, for  the  avowed  purpose  of  conferring  upon  the  union  au- 
thority to  order  strikes  upon  all  of  the  roads  as  rapidly  as  the 
local  unions  could  he  organized. 

That  the  orders  for  strikes  and  for  the  railway  employes  to  leave  in 
a  body  the  service  of  the  railroads  named  in  the  bill  of  complaint, 
as  well  as  other  railroads,  were  generally  communicated  by  telegram 
from  the  defendant  Debs  to  the  officers  or  committees  of  local  unions 
at  the  most  important  railway  centers  and  cities.  That  copies  of  some 
of  such  telegrams  and  orders,  so  issued  by  the  defendant  Debs,  both 
before  and  after  the  service  of  said  writ  of  injunction,  are  herein  in- 
serted, for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  service  of  the  lnjun<s 
tion  did  not  affect  or  change  the  policy  or  conduct  of  the  defendants 
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relative  to  said  strikes,  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  defendants  con- 
tinued, notwithstanding  the  order  of  the  court,  and  in  direct  and  open 
violation  thereof,  to  direct  the  employes  of  the  railway  companies 
named  in  the  writ  of  injunction,  as  well  as  other  railway  companies, 
to  leave  the  service  of  the  companies  in  a  body,  and  thereby  hinder, 
delay,  and  prevent  the  discharge  of  their  duty  to  the  public,  and 
especially  the  discharge  of  their  duties  as  agents  of  the  government  in 
the  transportation  of  the  mails,  as  well  as  interstate  commerce.  That 
said  telegrams,  and  hundreds  of  other  telegrams,  similar  In  form  and 
character,  were  sent  by  the  defendant  Debs  (with  the  knowledge, 
authority,  and  approval  of  each  and  all  of  the  other  defendants,  as 
well  as  other  directors  of  the  American  Railway  Union),  after  the 
service  upon  them  of  the  writ  of  injunction;  and  that.  In  pursuance 
of  said  orders  and  directions,  many  of  the  employ^  of  the  several 
railways  named  were  induced  to  leave  the  service,  and  so-called  '*  rail- 
way strikes'*  prevailed  generally  upon  the  lines  of  several  of  said 
railway  companies,  and  the  transportation  of  the  mails  and  Interstate 
conunerce  was  thereby  greatly  hindered,  delayed,  and  prevented,  and 
upon  some  lines  for  several  days. 

That  as  a  direct  result  of  the  orders  to  strike  upon  some  of  the 
lines,— notably  upon  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad,  the  Chicago,  Rock 
Island  &  Pacific,  the  Chicago,  Burlington  &  Quincy,  the  Chicago  ft 
Alton,  the  Chicago  &  Western  Indiana,  and  upon  the  Pennsylvania 
Company's  lines, — ^there  was  exercised  upon  the  part  of  many  of  the 
strikers  or  ex-employ^  of  the  railway  companies  intimidation  and 
open  violence.  That  employ^  who  refused  to  join  in  the  strike,  and 
others  who  had  been  employed  by  the  railway  companies  to  take  the 
place  of  strikers,  and  were  in  the  actual  service  of  the  companies, 
were  assaulted  and  intimidated  by  the  strikers,  and  driven  from  their 
post  of  duty,  either  by  physical  violence  or  threats  of  personal  injury. 
That,  during  the  5th,  6tb,  and  7tb  days  of  July,  the  strikers,  and  others 
acting  in  sympathy  with  them,  took  forcible  possession  of  some  of  the 
roads  within  and  adjacent  to  the  city  of  Chicago,  and,  by  physical 
force,  prevented  the  passage  of  trains  carrying  mails  and  Interstate 
commerce.  That  engines  and  trains  of  cars  were  derailed,  and  pas- 
senger trains  were  assailed  with  stones  and  other  missiles,  as  well  as 
the  employes  in  charge  of  such  trains;  and  in  some  Instances  both 
the  passenger  cars  and  engines  were  flred  upon,  endangering  the  lives 
both  of  employes  and  passengers.  That  these  mobs  were  in  many 
Instances  led  by  the  strikers  or  ex-employ6s  of  the  railway  companies, 
who  had  gone  out  of  service  upon  the  orders  of  the  defendants  as 
officers  of  the  American  Railway  Union;  and  mobs  composed  of 
strikers  and  others  were  massed  at  different  points,  upon  the  dif- 
ferent lines  of  road,  within  and  adjacent  to  the  city  of  Chicago,  In 
such  numbers  as  to  be  beyond  the  control  of  the  government,  state, 
and  municipal  authorities.  That  at  least  1,000  freight  cars  belonging 
to  the  railway  companies,  some  of  which  were  loaded  with  interstate 
merchandise,  were  set  on  fire  and  destroyed.  Signal  towers  and  other 
appurtenances  of  the  railways  were  burned.  Employes  of  the  rail- 
way companies  who  refused  to  obey  the  orders  of  the  defendants  and 
other  officers  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  and  remained  faithful 
to  the  discharge  of  their  duty,  were  violently  assaulted,  beaten, 
and  bruised,  and  in  some  instances  were  forcibly  arrested,  and  taken 
from  their  engines,  and  kept  for  hours  in  confinement  That  many 
lives  were  also  sacrltioed,— all  of  which  was  a  direct  result  of  the 
numerous  strikes  ordered  as  aforesaid. 

[739]  That  the  defendants  had  full  knowledge  that  many  of  such 
violent  acts  upon  the  part  of  the  strikers  or  ex-employte  of  the  rail- 
roads bad  been  perpetrated  prior  to  the  service  of  the  Injunction; 
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and  notwithstanding  snch  knowledge,  and  the  further  knowledge  that 
violence  invariably  follows  all  strikes  of  a  similar  character,  they 
daily  and  continuously,  and  in  willful  violntion  after  the  service  of 
the  Injunction,  issued  their  orders  and  directions  for  the  employ^  x>f 
the  railways  to  quit  service  in  a  body,  and  also  continued  such  orders 
while  the  mobs  were  in  partial  possession  of  the  railroads,  and  en- 
gaged in  forcible  resistance  of  the  orders  of  this  court  and  its  officers. 

That  the  strikes  were  not  ordered  on  account  of  any  wrongful  act 
of  the  railroad  companies,  or  of  their  officers,  towards  the  members  of 
the  American  Railway  Union  or  other  employ^  of  the  railroad  com- 
panies; but  on  the  contrary,  the  avowed  purpose  of  the  directors  of 
the  Railway  Union,  including  the  defendants,  was  wrongfully  and  un- 
lawfully to  establish  a  boycott  against  Pullman  sleeping  cars,  which 
were  used  in  great  numl>ers  by  the  railroad  companies  in  trains  carry- 
ing the  mail  and  passengers  traveling  from  state  to  state,  and  through 
the  several  states;  and,  to  make  boycott  effectual,  the  directors  of 
the  American  Railway  Union,  including  the  defendants,  ordered  that 
no  trains  or  cars  of  any  kind  or  character  should  pass  over  the  tracks 
of  any  road  within  and  adjacent  to  the  city  of  Chicago  until  the  use 
of  Pullman  cars  had  been  abandoned  by  all  of  said  railroad  companies. 

That  the  board  of  directors  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  in- 
cluding the  defendants  and  its  authorized  agents,  assume  the  author- 
ity and  power,  and,  as  complainant  believes,  have  full  authority  and 
power,  to  order  strikes  and  boycotts,  and  to  discontinue  the  same, 
under  the  rules  of  the  American  Railway  Union. 

That  such  assumed  power  and  authority  is  clearly  shown  by  a 
communication  signed  by  Debs,  Howard,  and  Keliher,  as  officers  of  the 
anion,  and  addressed  to  the  railway  managers,  on  the  12th  of  July, 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : 

••  Chicago.  July  12, 1894, 
••  To  the  Railway  Managers — 

Gentlemen:  The  existing  troubles  growing  out  of  the  Pullman 
strike  having  assumed  continental  proportions,  and  there  being  no  in- 
dication of  relief  from  the  wide-spread  business  demoralization  and 
distress  incident  thereto,  the  railway  employ^,  through  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  respectfully  make  the  fol- 
lowing proposition  as  a  basis  of  settlement : 

"They  agree  to  return  to  work  in  a  body  at  once,  provided  they 
shall  be  restored  to  their  former  positions  without  prejudice,  except 
in  cases,  if  any  there  be,  where  they  have  been  convicted  of  crime. 

••This  proposition,  looking  to  an  immediate  settlement  of  the  ex- 
isting strike  on  all  lines  of  railway,  is  inspired  by  a  purpose  to  sub- 
serve the  public  good.  The  strike,  small  and  comparatively  unimpor- 
tant in  its  inception,  has  extended  in  every  direction,  until  now  it 
involves  or  threatens  not  only  every  public  interest,  but  the  peace., 
security,  and  prosperity  of  our  common  country.  The  contest  has 
waged  fiercely.  It  has  extended  far  beyond  the  limits  of  Interests 
originally  involved,  and  has  laid  hold  of  a  vast  number  of  industries 
and  enterprises  in  no  wise  responsible  for  the  differences  and  dis- 
agreements that  led  to  the  trouble.  Factory,  mill,  mine,  and  shop  have 
been  silenced;  widespread  demoralization  has  sway.  The  interests 
of  multiplied  thousands  of  people  are  suffering.  The  common  welfare 
is  seriously  menaced.  The  public  peace  and  tranquillity  are  imperiled. 
Grave  apprehensions  for  the  future  prevail. 

"This  being  ti'ue, — and  the  statement  will  not  l)e  controverted, — 
we  conceive  it  to  be  our  duty  as  citizens,  and  as  men,  to  make  extraor- 
dinary efforts  to  end  the  existing  strife  and  approaching  calamities 
whose  shadows  are  even  now  upon  us.  If  ended  now,  the  contest, 
however  serious  In  some  of  its  consequences,  will  not  have  been  In 
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yain.  Sacriflces  haye  been  made,  bat  they  will  have  tbeir  compensa- 
tions. Indeed,  if  lessons  shall  be  taught  by  experience,  the  troubles 
now  so  widely  deplofed  will  prove  a  blessing  of  inestimable  value  in 
die  years  to  come  The  difTerences  that  led  up  to  [730]  the  present 
complications  need  not  now  be  discussed.  At  this  supreme  juncture, 
every  consideration  of  duty  and  patriotism  demands  that  a  remedy  for 
existing  troubles  be  found  and  applied.  The  employes  propose  to  do 
their  part  by  meeting  their  employers  halfway.  Let  it  be  stated  that 
they  do  not  impose  any  serious  condition  of  settlement  except  that  they 
be  returned  to  their  former  positions.  They  do  not  ask  the  recognition 
of  their  organization  or  any  organization. 

**  Believing  this  proposition  be  fair,  reasonable,  and  Just,  it  is  re- 
spectfully submitted,  with  the  belief  that  its  acceptance  will  result 
in  the  prompt  resumption  of  traffic,  the  revival  of  industry,  and  the 
restoration  of  peace  and  order. 

"Respectfully,  B.  V.  Debs,  President, 

**Q.  W.  HowABD,  Vice  President, 
"Stlvestkb  Ketjheb,  8e(fy, 

**  American  Railway  Union.** 

That  the  authority  exercised  over  the  members  of  the  union  by  Its 
board  of  directors,  and  by  Debs,  as  its  president,  relative  to  the  move- 
ment of  trains,  Is  shown  by  an  order  issued  on  the  2d  day  of  July, 
1894,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : 

"To  the  Panhandle  Yard  Men — Greeting: 

"  Please  execute  the  orders  of  Mr.  John  Brenock  in  reference  to  the 
removal  of  dead  stock  from  the  stock  yards  to  Olobe  station.  This  is 
iiffiued  by  order  of  the  board  of  directors,  in  the  interest  of  public 
health. 

"BuGKzns  V.  Debs,  President 

That  the  following  report  of  an  interview  with  the  defendant  Debs 
was  published  In  the  Chicago  Herald  of  July  15th : 

"We  are  in  condition  to  keep  the  strike  on  for  months.  Nothing 
but  armed  intervention  to-day  permits  the  moving  of  trains.  Through- 
out that  great  stretch  of  country  which  lies  west  of  the  Mississippi 
river  our  men  are  steadfast  and  willing  to  wait  until  the  bitter  ena 
You  will  notice  that  it  is  impossible  to  buy  a  ticket  to  the  Pacific 
coast  in  Chicago  to-day,  except  by  way  of  the  Great  Northern  Road, 
over  which  no  Pullman  cars  are  run,  and  against  which  we  have  no 
possible  grievance.  This  shows  the  line  on  which  our  future  cam- 
paign is  to  be  carried.  We  shall  keep  the  men  of  the  West  where 
the  air  is  purer  and  wholly  free  from  plutocratic  combinations,  in 
line  with  our  ideas.  We  shall  persist  in  our  work  of  organization 
throughout  the  East  As  a  road  throughout  the  country  hitherto 
unorganized  by  us  falls  into  line,  we  shall  call  It  out  And  we  shall 
keep  on  doing  this  until  the  very  end  of  all  things.  If  our  present 
struggle,  based,  as  it  is,  on  motives  wholly  disinterested,  be  suc- 
cessful, there  is  no  wage  earner  in  the  land  who  will  not  feel  Its 
beneficent  effects  before  the  year  doses.  And  if  this  is  true,  when 
the  command  of  the  so-called  'arteries  of  commerce'  falls  into  our 
liands,  and  the  trades'  unions  which  have  given  ns  comfort  require 
reciprocation  from  us,  we,  and  we  alone,  are  in  a  position  to  give  them 
material  assistance.  Tliis  Is  an  axiom,  and  I  believe  no  one  will  dis- 
agree with  me." 

ANSWER  OF  DEBS,   HOWABD,  BOGEBS,  AND  B3XIHEB. 

The  defendants,  being  in  custody  under  a  writ  of  attachment  issued 
by  order  of  the  court,  Judge  Seaman  presiding,  filed  on  the  28d  of 
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July  a  Joint  answer,  admitting  specified  ayerments  of  the  Infonnatlon, 
and  In  substance  alleging: 

That  the  purpose  of  the  American  Railway  tifilon  was  the  protec- 
tion of  all  its  members  in  their  rights  and  interests  as  employes  of 
the  various  railway  systems  of  the  United  States,  and  to  procure  for 
them,  by  all  lawful  means,  fair  and  adequate  compensation  for  the 
service  performed  by  them.  That  membership  in  the  American  Rail- 
way Union  was  open  to  every  employ^  of  good  personal  character  and 
reputation,  engaged  upon  the  railway  systems  of  the  United  States; 
and  that  to  l>etter  secure  and  effectuate  the  objects  of  the  union,  as 
hereinbefore  set  forth,  it  was  the  desire  and  one  of  the  purposes  of 
the  union  to  procure  all  such  persons  to  become  members.  That, 
by  the  organization  of  the  said  American  Railway  Union,  strikes  could 
only  l)e  declared  or  discontinued  by  the  vote  of  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  such  American  Railway  Union  employed  In  the  service 
affected  by  any  [781]  such  strike;  and  that  the  only  power,  authority, 
or  office  of  the  officers  or  directors  of  the  American  Railway  Union, 
or  of  these  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  in  respect  to  said  matter, 
was  to  notify  the  members  of  the  union  in  the  service  concerned  in 
such  strike  of  the  action  taken  by  such  majority.  That,  on  or  about 
the  26th  or  27th  day  of  June  (contrary  to  the  averments  of  the 
information),  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  American  Railway 
Union  employed  upon  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad  and  upon  the 
other  roads  referred  to  in  the  information  did  for  themselves,  without 
any  order,  direction,  or  control  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  or 
of  its  officers  or  directors,  or  of  these  defendants,  or  any  of  them,  vol- 
untarily determine  by  vote  that  they  would  strike  or  leave  the  service 
of  said  railway  companies;  and  that,  in  pursuance  of  that  vote,  the 
employ^  did,  on  or  about  the  time  stated,  leave  the  service  of  the 
railway  companies  freely,  and  of  their  own  accord,  without  any  order, 
direction,  or  control  on  the  part  of  said  American  Railway  Union,  its 
officers  or  directors,  or  of  these  defendants,  or  any  of  them.  **  Upon 
information  and  belief,  the  defendants  deny  that  the  employ^  so 
leaving  the  service  of  said  railway  companies,  as  aforesaid,  did  so 
for  the  purpose  of  hindering,  preventing,  and  delaying  said  railway 
Companies  in  the  operation  of  trains  engaged  in  the  transportation  of 
the  United  States  mails  and  interstate  commerce  over  the  respective 
roads  of  said  companies."  They  "  deny  that,  after  the  service  of  said 
Injunction,  they  or  either  of  them  carried  on  the  work  of  organization 
other  than  by  generally  advising  railroad  employ^  to  become  members 
of  such  union,  and  receiving  to  membership  persons  so  applying  there- 
for as  aforesaid.  They  expressly  deny  that  the  organization  of  said 
unions  upon  said  roads,  or  any  of  them,  was  intended  to  confer  or  did 
confer  upon  said  American  Railway  Union,  Its  officers  or  directors, 
or  upon  these  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  the  power  and  authority 
to  order  strikes  upon  said  ro^ids,  as  alleged  in  said  Information  or 
otherwise,  but,  on  the  contrary,  allege  that  strikes  could  be  ordered 
upon  said  road  by  the  employ^  of  said  road  themselves,  and  that  such 
employ^  were  In  no  manner  subject  to  the  authority  or  control  of 
said  American  Railway  Union,  Its  officers  or  directors,  or  of  these 
defendants,  or  either  of  them,  in  that  regard."  **They  deny  that 
orders  to  strike  were  at  any  time  or  In  any  manner  communicated  by 
said  American  Railway  Union,  its  officers  or  directors,  or  these  deftod- 
ants,  or  either  of  them,  to  said  local  unions,  or  any  of  them,  as  alleged 
in  said  Information  or  otherwise." 

"The  defendants  deny  that  any  one  of  the  telegrams  set  forth  In 
said  Information  was  sent  or  caused  to  be  sent  by  them«  or  any  of 
them,  or  that  they  authorized  or  approved  the  same,  or  any  one 
thereof^  except  a  certain  telegram  dated  July  6,  1894,  In  the  words 
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and  flgares  foHowIng:  'We  have  assurance  that  within  fdrty-elght 
hours  every  labor  organisation  In  this  country  will  come  to  onr  rescue. 
*  *  *  Whatever  happens,  do  not  give  credence  to  rumors  and  news- 
paper r^x>rts,'— which  said  telegram  defendants  admit  was  sent,  or 
caused  to  be  sent,  by  the  defendant  Debs,  as  In  sald^ Information  al- 
leged; but  save  as  hereinbefore  admitted,  defendants"allege  that  they 
had  no  knowledge  or  notice  whatever  of  the  sliding  of  said  telegrams, 
or  of  the  contents  thereof,  until  the  filing  of  said  information." 
''They  deny  that  any  other  telegrams  similar  in  form  and  character 
to  those  In  said  Information  set  out  were  sent  by  the  defendant  Debs, 
or  any  of  the  defendants,  with  the  knowledge,  authority,  or  approval 
of  any  of  said  other  defendants,  at  any  time  after  the  service  of  said 
writ  of  injunction  upon  said  defendants,  and  deny  that  any  employ^ 
of  any  of  the  railway  companies  named  in  said  information  were 
induced  by  reason  of  any  telegram  sent  or  caused  to  be  sent,  by  the 
defendants,  or  any  of  them,  by  threats,  intimidation,  force,  or  violence, 
to  leave  the  service  of  said  railway  companies,  or  that  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  United  States  malls  and  interstate  commerce  was  thereby 
In  any  way  hindered,  delayed,  or  prevented."  "  The  defendants  admit 
that  upon  some  of  said  lines  of  railway  there  was  exercised,  upon 
the  part  of  some  persons  to  the  defendants  unknown,  violence  against 
persons  and  property.  They  deny  that  they,  or  any  of  them,  have  any 
knowledge  or  Information  suflBcient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  the  commis- 
sion of  the  specific  acts  of  violence  In  said  Information  set  forth,  or 
any  tiiereof ;  and,  upon  Information  and  belief,  they  deny  that  any 
member  of  said  American  Rail-  [782]  way  Union  In  any  manner  par- 
ticipated In  said  acts  of  violence  or  any  of  them."  "  They  deny  that 
In  violation  of  the  order  of  the  court,  they  daily  and  continuously  or 
at  all  issued  any  orders  or  directions  tor  the  employ^  of  said  railway 
companies,  or  any  of  them,  to  leave  such  service  in  a  body,  as  alleged 
In  said  information  or  otherwise.  They  deny  that  at  said  time,  or 
at  any  time,  they  knew  that  violence  and  unlawful  conduct  necessarily 
followed  from  strikes  of  the  kind  mentioned  in  said  Information,  and 
deny  that  such  Is  the  fact,  but  on  the  contrary,  allege  that  so  far 
as  said  American  Railway  Union,  or  the  members  thereof,  are  con- 
cerned, said  strike,  and  all  strikes  of  a  similar  character,  contemplate 
nothing  more  than  the  quiet  peaceable,  and  lawful  cessation  of  work 
by  such  members  when  and  for  such  periods  as  they  shall  for  them- 
selves determine.  Defendants  expressly  deny  that  they,  or  any  one 
of  them,  did  at  the  time  mentioned  in  said  Information,  or  at  any  other 
time,  order,  direct,  counsel,  advise,  recommend,  or  approve  the  acts 
of  violence  In  said  information  set  forth,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  vio- 
lence or  unlawful  acts  of  any  kind  or  character,  but  on  the  contrary, 
allege  that  they  did  at  all  said  times  counsel  and  advise  all  members 
of  the  said  American  Railway  Union  with  whom  they  were  in  com- 
munication to  at  all  times  abstain  from  violence,  threats,  intimida- 
tion, and  to  at  all  times  respect  the  law  and  the  ofileers  thereof!*' 
"They  deny  that  the  board  of  directors  of  said  American  Railway 
Union,  or  Its  officers,  or  these  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  at  any 
time  assumed  the  authority  and  power,  or  have  now  or  ever  have  had 
any  authority  or  power  whatsoever,  to  order  strikes  and  boycotts,  or  to 
discontinue  the  same."  "  They  admit  that  on  the  12th  day  of  July, 
1894,  the  communication  set  out  in  said  information  was  addressed  to 
the  railway  managers,  and  signed  by  the  defendants,  whose  names  are 
affixed  thereto,  but  allege  that  so  aiuch  of  said  communication  as 
Implies  or  assumes  any  right  power,  or  authority  in  said  defendants, 
or  either  of  them,  to  discontinue  said  strike,  was  unauthorized,  and 
that  said  defendants  had  no  other  power  or  authority  in  said  matter 
than  to  recommend  to  the  members  of  the  said  American  Railway 
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Union  the  adoption  of  the  proposals  therein  stated."  ''Defendants 
admit  the  sliding  of  the  commnnicatlon  to  the  Panhandle  yard  men 
set  forth  in  said  information,  bnt  deny  that  in  and  by  said  communica- 
tion they  exercised,  or  assumed  to  exercise,  any  power  or  authority 
over  said  men,  or  any  thereof,  but  that  said  communication  was 
merely  a  request  to  said  men  to  perform  the  acts  therein  stated.'* 
**  They  deny  that  they  have  any  knowledge  or  Information  sufficient  to 
form  a  belief  as  to  whether  the  Interview  set  forth  in  said  information 
was  in  fact  published  in  the  Chicago  Herald  on  July  15th,  or  at  any 
other  time.  They  deny  that  the  defendant  Debs,  or  any  other  defend- 
ants, caused  said  interyiew  to  be  published,  or  uttered  the  statements 
therein  contained,  or  any  of  them,  but  allege  that  said  interview  la 
wholly  false,  forged,  and  fictitious."  "The  defendants  deny  that 
they,  or  either  of  them,  have  in  any  way  or  manner  interfered  with, 
hindered,  obstructed,  or  stopped  any  of  the  business  of  the  railroads 
mentioned  in  said  injunction,  or  either  of  them,  as  common  carriers 
of  passengers  and  freight  between  or  among  the  states  of  the  United 
States;  or  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  in  any  manner  inter- 
fered with,  hindered,  obstructed,  or  stopped  any  mail  trains,  express 
trains,  or  other  trains,  whether  freight  or  passenger,  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce,  or  carrying  passengers  or  freight  between  or  among 
the  states ;  or  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  in  any  manner  inter- 
fered with,  hindered,  or  stopped  any  train  carrying  the  mail ;  or  that 
they,  or  either  of  them,  have  in  any  manner  interfered  with,  hindered, 
obstructed,  or  stopped  any  engine,  car,  or  rolling  stoclc  of  any  of  said 
companies  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  connection  with  the 
carriage  of  passengers  or  freight  between  or  among  the  states;  or 
that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  in  any  manner  interfered  with, 
injured,  or  destroyed  any  of  the  property  of  any  of  said  railroads 
engaged  in  or  for  the  purpose  of  or  in  connection  with  interstate  com- 
merce, or  the  carriage  of  the  mails  of  the  United  States,  or  the  trans- 
portation of  passengers  or  freight  between  or  among  the  states;  or 
that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  entered  upon  the  grounds  or  prem- 
ises of  any  of  said  railroads  for  the  purpose  of  interfering  with,  hin- 
dering, obstructing,  or  stopping  any  of  said  mail  trains,  passenger,  or 
freight  trains,  [733]  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  the  trans- 
portation of  passengers  or  freight  between  or  among  the  states,  or 
for  the  puii)08e  of  interfering  with,  injuring,  or  destroying  any  of  said 
property  so  engaged  In  or  used  in  connection  with  interstate  commerce, 
or  the  transportaion  of  passengers  or  property  between  or  among  the 
states ;  or  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  injured  or  destroyed  any 
part  of  the  tracks,  roadbed,  or  road,  or  permanent  structures  of  said 
railroads ;  or  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  injured,  destroyed,  or 
in  any  way  interfered  with  any  of  the  signals  or  switches  of  any  of 
said  railroads;  or  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  displaced  or 
extinguished  any  of  the  signals  of  any  of  the  said  railroads ;  or  that 
they,  or  either  of  them,  have  spiked,  locked,  or  in  any  manner  fastened 
any  of  the  switches  of  said  railroads ;  or  that  they,  or  either  of  them, 
have  uncoupled  or  in  any  way  hampered  or  obstructed  the  control  of 
any  of  said  railroads  or  any  of  the  cars,  engines,  or  parts  of  trains  of 
any  of  said  raihroads  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  the  trans- 
portation of  passengers  or  freight  between  or  among  the  states,  or 
engaged  in  carrying  any  of  the  mails  of  the  United  States;  or  that 
they,  or  either  of  them,  have  compelled  or  Induced,  or  attempted  to 
compel  or  induce,  by  threats,  intimidation,  persuasion,  force,  or  vio- 
lence, any  of  the  employ^  of  any  of  said  railroads  to  refuse  or  fail 
to  perform  any  of  their  duties  as  employte  of  any  of  said  railroads  in 
connection  with  the  interstate  business  or  commerce  of  such  railroads, 
or  the  carriage  of  the  United  States  mail  by  such  railroads,  or  the 
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transportation  of  passengers  or  property  between  or  among  the  states: 
or  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  compelled  or  induced,  or  at- 
tempted to  compel  or  Induce,  by  threats,  intimidation,  force,  or  vio- 
lence, any  of  the  employ^  of  said  railroads  who  are  employed  by 
snch  railroads  and  engaged  in  its  service  in  tlie  conduct  of  interstate 
business,  or  in  the  operation  of  any  of  its  trains  carrying  ttie  mail  of 
the  United  States  or  doing  Interstate  business,  or  in  the  transporta- 
tion of  passengers  and  freight  between  or  among  the  states,  to  leave 
the  service  of  such  railroads ;  or  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have" 
prevented  any  person  whatever,  by  threats,  intimidation,  force,  or  vio- 
lence, from  entering  the  service  of  any  of  said  railroads,  and  doing 
the  work  thereof  in  the  carrying  of  the  mails  of  the  United  States,  or 
the  transportation  of  passengers  and  freight  between  or  among  the 
states ;  or  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  have  done  any  act  whatever 
in  furtherance  of  any  conspiracy  or  combination  to  restrain  either  of 
the  said  railroad  companies  or  receivers  In  the  free  and  unhindered 
control  and  handling  of  interstate  commerce  over  the  lines  of  said 
railroad,  and  of  transportation  of  persons  and  freight  between  and 
among  the  states;  or  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  ordered,  directed, 
aided,  assisted,  or  abetted  in  any  manner  whatever  any  person  or  per- 
sons to  commit  any  or  either  of  the  acts  aforesaid."  '*And  the  said 
defendants  each  for  himself  does  plead  to  the  said  information  that 
lie  is  not  guilty  of  any  or  either  or  all  of  the  acts  therein  charged, 
or  of  any  contempt  of  the  orders  of  this  court  in  the  premises."  "  De- 
fendants further  allege  that,  after  the  service  of  said  injunction  upon 
them,  they  forthwith  consulted  competent  counsel,  learned  In  the  law, 
and  duly  authorized  and  licensed  to  practice  as  attorney  and  counselor 
at  law  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  fully  and  fairly  stated 
to  him  all  the  facts  in  the  premises,  and  exhibited  to  him  the  order  of 
the  court  made  herein,  and  were  advised  by  him  as  to  what  they 
might  rightfully  and  lawfully  do  in  the  premises  without  violation  of 
the  order  of  the  court  or  contempt  of  Its  authority;  and  that  they 
have  since  that  time  In  all  things  proceeded,  In  their  acts  and  con- 
duct in  regard  to  said  strike  and  the  persons  engaged  therein,  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  advice  of  the  said  attorney  so  by  them  consulted. 
And  the  said  defendants  each  for  himself  denies  that  he  intended  in 
any  way  to  violate  the  injunction  of  this  court,  or  to  act  in  defiance 
or  contempt  of  its  authority  in  any  respect.  And  the  defendants  fur- 
ther allege  that  by  the  organization  of  said  American  Railway  Union, 
and  by  custom  and  usage  uniformly  and  universally  prevailing  therein, 
at  all  the  times  in  said  information  mentioned,  which  said  custom  and 
usage  had  the  force  and  effect  of,  and  stood  In  lieu  of,  by-laws  of  said 
American  Railway  Union,  and  by  the  general  and  unanimous  will, 
consent,  delegation,  and  acquiescence  of  all  the  members  thereof,  the 
officers  and  directors  of  said  American  Railway  [734]  Union,  Includ- 
ing these  defendants,  were  at  all  the  times  In  said  information  men- 
tioned fully  authorized,  empowered,  and  directed  to  act  as  the  agents 
of  the  members  of  said  American  Railway  Union,  and  all  of  them, 
and  all  the  separate  unions  thereof,  whenever  a  strike  or  cessation  of 
labor  had  been  determined  upon  by  said  members  of  said  union,  or 
either  of  them,  to  inform  and  advise  them  concerning  thef  condition 
and  prospects  thereof,  and  the  condition  and  attitude  of  the  several 
local  unions  engaged  therein,  and  to  advise  and  counsel  them  as  to 
peaceful  and  lawful  methods  pursued  by  them  to  secure  the  redress 
of  grievances  complained  of  by  them,  and  to  treat  and  negotiate  for 
them,  subject  to  their  ultimate  ratification,  with  their  employers  for  a 
settlement  or  adjustment  of  the  causes  leading  to  said  strike,  but  had 
no  right,  power,  or  authority  to  in  any  way  order  or  command  any 
of  said  members  in  respect  to  any  of  said  matters;  and  they  allegv* 
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that  each  and  every  act  and  thing  done  by  them  in  reference  to  the 
strike  in  said  information  mentioned,  or  any  of  the  persons  engaged 
therein,  was  done  in  pursuance  of  such  power  and  authority,  and  not 
otherwise.  Wherefore,  defendants  pray  that  they  may  be  adjudged 
not  guilty  of  contempt;  that  the  complainant's  information  be  as  to 
them  dismissed,  and  they  go  hence  without  delay." 

On  July  25th  the  defendants  filed  a  supplemental  answer,  denying 
**each  and  every  allegation  in  said  information  contained,  and  each 
and  every  part  thereof,  save  as  the  same  are  in  their  former  answer 
expressly  admitted  or  denied.*' 

SECOND  INFORMATION. 

.  On  the  1st  day  of  August,  1894,  a  second  information  was  presented 
in  the  cause,  directed  against  James  Hogan,  William  B.  Burns,  R.  M. 
Goodwin,  J.  F.  McVean,  and  M.  J.  Elliott  This  information  recites 
the  filing  of  the  original  information,  and  the  arrest  of  the  defendants 
therein  named  upon  the  writ  of  attachment  issued,  and,  alleging  that 
the  persons  named  were  directors  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  re- 
iterates the  original  averments  and  charges  further :  That  on  or  about 
June  27, 1894,  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  American  Railway  Union 
entered  into  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  bring  about,  by  their  or- 
ders, their  advice,  their  counsel  and  persuasion,  the  strike  and  boycott 
more  particularly  described  in  said  original  bill  of  complaint ;  and  that 
the  better  to  conduct  the  business  of  said  combination  and  conspiracy, 
and  to  more  effectually  manage  the  vast  number  of  persons  being 
members  of  said  American  Railway  Union  and  others  engaged  in  such 
combination  and  conspiracy,  said  officers  and  board  of  directors 
divided  up  the  work  of  such  management  and  direction  among  com- 
mittees. That,  under  said  arrangement  and  action  of  the  board  of 
directors.  Debs  and  Howard  would  have,  and  thereafter  they  did 
have,  charge  of  the  work  of  publication  and  publicity ;  Rogers,  Bums, 
and  €k>odwin  had  charge  of  all  meetings  and  speakers,  and  the  or- 
ganization of  lodges;  and  Hogan,  either  alone  or  with  others  of  the 
directors,  had  charge  of  correspondence,  and  of  the  sending  and  re- 
ceiving of  letters  and  telegrams,  or  a  considerable  portion  thereof. 
That  each  of  the  directors  is  responsible  for  every  act  done  or  omitted 
to  be  done  by  all  or  any  of  the  other  directors  or  officers  or  servants 
or  agents  in  connection  with  the  business  of  said  strike  or  boycott 
That,  by  arrangement  or  agreement  of  the  l)oard  of  directors,  Rogers 
was  to  have  charge  of  editing  and  the  publishing  of  a  certain  news- 
paper called  the  '*  Railway  Times,"  which  was  to  be  the  official  organ 
of  the  American  Railway  Union.  That  the  paper  was  published  in 
the  dty  of  Chicago  by  Rogers;  and  that  in  and  through  said  nevrs- 
paper  the  directors  counseled,  encouraged,  and  directed  the  members  of 
the  American  Railway  Union  and  all  other  railway  employes,  in- 
cluding the  employ^  of  the  railway  companies  named  in  the  bill  of 
complaint,  to  disregard  said  order  and  writ  of  injunction,  and  the 
orders  and  directions  of  the  officers  operating  said  railroads,  respec- 
tively. That  said  officers  and  directors,  in  pursuance  of  said  con- 
spiracy, did,  on  different  dates  in  the  months  of  June  and  July,  1894, 
cause  to  be  sent  each  and  all  of  the  telegrams  set  out  in  the  original 
Information,  to  which  the  name  of  said  Debs  is  attactied,  and  also 
the  several  following  telegrams,  which  are  set  out  by  copy ;  also  many 
hundred  other  telegrams  of  like  purport,  and  with  similar  intent  and 
purport,  copies  of  which,  sent  to  different  [735]  places  in  the  different 
states,  over  the  signature  of  E.  V.  Debs,  between  the  dates  of  June  27 
and  July  29,  1894,  are  set  out  That  said  defendants  continued  to 
send  out  by  telegraph,  orders,  directions,  and  advice  to  the  meetiiig  of 
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tbe  yarlous  unions  along  the  lines  of  railroads,  directing  and  oonn- 
seling  them  to  continue  the  strike  and  the  yarlous  acts  of  interference 
with  the  operation  of  said  roads ;  and  that  all  of  the  directors  have 
persisted  in  violation  of  the  injunction,  and  In  their  defiance  of  tbe 
order  of  this  court 

ANSWIS  OF  HOGAN  AND  0THEB8. 

The  defendants  so  brought  into  the  case  filed  a  Joint  answer,  not 
essentially  different  from  the  answer  of  the  original  defendants,  ex- 
cept that  it  contains  the  following  averments : 

They  deny  that  on  the  26th  day  of  June,  A.  D.  1894,  or  at  any 
other  time,  the  American  Railway  Union,  through  its  officers  and 
directors,  or  otherwise,  ordered  or  directed  all  or  any  of  the  em- 
ployte  of  the  railroad  companies  named  in  the  bill,  or  either  of 
them,  to  enter  upon  any  strike  for  the  purpose  in  tbe  information 
alleged,  or  otherwise.  They  admit  that  at  divers  times  during  the 
month  of  June,  and  before  the  Issuing  of  the  injunction,  they  did 
ooimsel  and  advise  certain  of  the  employ^  of  the  railway  companies 
named  in  the  bill,  all  of  the  employ^  so  counseled  and  advised  being 
meml)ers  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  to  quietly,  peaceably,  and 
lawfully  quit  the  service  of  their  employers,  and  allege  that.  In 
giving  such  advice  and  counsel,  they  acted  for  the  employ^  and 
by  their  authority  conferred  upon  them  or  each  of  them,  as  herein- 
after set  forth.  And  they  deny  that  their  purpose  in  giving  such 
advice  and  counsel  was  to  cause  any  strike  with  the  sole  purpose, 
or  with  the  purpose  at  all,  of  compelling  the  railway  companies,  or 
either  of  them,  to  unite  with  the  American  Railway  Union,  or  with 
any  person  or  persons*  in  any  illegal  boycott,  or  in  any  boycott 
whatsoever,  and  deny  that  the  American  Railway  Union,  its  officers, 
directors,  and  members,  or  these  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  did 
on  the  day  mentioned,  or  at  any  time,  for  any  purpose  or  in  fact, 
enter  Into  any  unlawful  conspiracy  or  combination  whatever  to  tie 
up  or  paralyze  any  of  the  business  of  any  of  said  railroads  or  the 
carrying  of  the  mails  or  interstate  commerce  until  such  company 
should  consent  to  enter  into  any  conspiracy  or  refuse  to  haul  the 
cars  of  said  Pullman  Sleeping-Gar  Company,  whether  as  alleged  or 
otberwise,  or  that  said  combination  was  to  be  persisted  in  as  alleged 
or  otherwise.  On  the  contrary  thereof,  the  defendants  allege  that 
they  were  at  all  said  times  informed,  and  in  good  faith  verily  be- 
lieved, that  the  railroad  companies  named  in  the  bill,  and  all  of  them, 
had  formed  or  organized  and  were  members  of  a  certain  unlawful  con- 
spiracy and  combination  among  and  between  themselves  to  reduce  the 
wages  and  compensation  of  their  employ^  upon  said  roads,  and  each  of 
them,  including  tbe  members  of  the  American  Railway  Union  thereon, 
and  all  of  them;  and  that,  pursuant  to  that  conspiracy  and  combi- 
nation, the  railroad  companies  proposed  and  intended  to  make  re- 
duction in  the  wages  of  employes,  including  the  members  of  the 
American  Railway  Union,  upon  each  of  the  lines  of  railroad,  separately 
and  successively,  they,  the  railroad  companies,  uniting  their  powers, 
property,  and  influence  to  prevent  the  employ^.  Including  the  mem- 
bers of  the  American  Railway  Union,  upon  each  of  the  lines  whereon 
the  wages  were  to  be  successively  reduced,  from  obtaining  redress 
against  the  action  of  the  railroad  companies  in  pursuance  of  such 
unlawful  conspiracy,  and  proposed  and  intended,  by  their  combined 
and  united  action,  to  overcome  successively  and  In  detail  any  lawful 
and  peaceable  resistance  that  the  employ^  or  any  of  them,  might 
make  to  the  reduction  of  their  compensation.  And,  upon  information 
and  belief,  the  defendants  allege  that  such  conspiracy  was  in  fact 
1087(y»— 8.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 22 
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fonned  at  said  time  with  the  Intents  and  for  the  purposes  hereinbefore 
set  forth. 

"It  Is  further  alleged  that  at  all  times  they  were  Informed  and 
did  In  good  faith  verily  belieye  that  the  Pullman  Palace-Car  Ck>m- 
pany,  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois, 
and  engaged  in  the  business  of  constructing  passenger  and  other  cars 
upon  the  lines  of  said  railroads  (which  said  Pullman  Palace-Car 
Company  had  various  contract  relations  with  said  railroad  companies, 
and  each  of  them,  for  the  use  of  its  [786]  said  cars),  was  a  member 
of  and  party  to  said  conspiracy,  and  all  the  Intents  and  purposes 
thereof;  and,  upon  information  and  belief,  defendants  allege  that 
such  was  the  fact  in. regard  thereto."  They  allege  that  very  many 
of  the  employ^  of  the  Pullman  Palace-Car  Company  were  members  of 
the  said  American  Railway  Union  at  the  time  in  the  information  men- 
tioned, and  for  some  months  prior  thereto  had  been  such  members. 
They  deny  that  they,  or  either  of  them,  knew,  or  could  have  known, 
that  any  such  acts  were  certain  or  almost  certain  or  probable  or 
reasonably  to  be  expected  to  follow  from  such  strike  or  cessation 
of  labor,  or  that  the  same  were  In  any  manner  due  to  or  occasioned 
by  or  resulted  naturally  or  otherwise  from  the  orders,  directions, 
counsel,  or  advice  or  acts,  or  either  thereof,  of  the  officers  and  di- 
rectors of  said  American  Railway  Union,  or  either  of  them,  or  these 
defendants. 

They  allege  that  obstructions  of  the  business  of  the  railroad  com- 
panies, or  either  of  them,  by  the  so-called  "strike,"  was  occasioned 
solely  by  the  free,  voluntary,  and  peaceable  action  of  the  employ^ 
of  said  railway  companies  in  quitting  the  service  thereof,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  protecting  themselves  and  their  rights  and  Interests,  and  for 
their  own  purposes,  and  to  secure  their  own  ends,  without  any  orders, 
directions,  control,  counsel,  or  assistance  from  these  defendants,  or 
either  of  them.  And  they  allege,  on  information  and  belief,  that  the 
railway  companies,  and  each  of  them,  in  pursuance  of  said  conspiracy, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  said  Pullman  Palace-Car  Com- 
pany in  its  dispute  with  its  said  employes,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
overcoming  the  resistance  of  their  employes  to  the  acts  threatened 
and  contemplated  by  them,  as  aforesaid,  and  to  bring  down  upon  said 
employ^  the  penalties  of  law,  and  endeavor  to  invoke  against  the  em- 
ployte  the  action  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  did,  by  their 
efforts,  contribute  largely  to  the  hindering  and  impeding  of  said  trans- 
portation of  malls  and  interstate  commerce;  and  that  said  railway 
companies  could,  had  they  been  so  disposed,  have  fully  performed  their 
duties,  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  in  that  regard.  They 
allege  that  they  and  each  of  them  have  uniformly  and  consistently 
and  at  all  times  in  said  petition  mentioned,  by  speech  and  writing, 
advised  a  great  number  of  said  American  Railway  Union  members, 
and  all  persons  acting  with  them,  to  use  only  peaceable  and  lawful 
methods,  and  to  refrain  from  any  force  or  violence  or  unlawful  con- 
duct whatever,  and  from  any  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  or  any  of  the  states  thereof,  or  any  order  of  the  courts  to  them 
directed. 

Defendants  admit  the  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  contempt  had  in 
this  court  against  EiUgene  V.  Debs,  George  W.  Howard,  Sylvester 
Keliher,  and  L.  W.  Rogers,  and  admit  that  in  said  Information  against 
such  persons  it  was  charged  that  they  had  caused  to  be  sent  certain 
telegrams,  and  that,  in  their  answers,  they  deny  the  sending  of  all 
said  telegrams  except  a  certain  one  dated  July  6,  1894.  They  deny 
that  any  or  all  of  the  telegrams  set  out  In  said  information  were  sent, 
or  caused  to  be  sent,  by  the  officers  and  directors  of  said  American 
Railway  Union  except  as  hereinafter  admitted,  or  that  any  other  tele- 
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grams  In  relation  to  said  strike  were  sent  except  as  hereinafter  ad- 
mitted, and  deny  that  any  telegrams  were  sent  by  said  officers  and 
directors,  or  either  of  them,  in  pursuance  of  any  combination  or  con- 
spiracy, or  to  accomplish  the  purposes  thereof.  They  deny  that  there 
was  any  specific  division  among  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  Ameri- 
can Railway  Union  of  the  business  and  duties  of  the  organization  or 
the  labors  occasioned  by  their  relation  to  the  cessation  of  labor  or 
strilce  hereinbefore  mentioned,  but  allege  that.  In  respect  to  said  work, 
each  of  said  officers  and  directors  performed  generally  the  work  and 
things  coming  under  his  notice,  and  seeming  to  him  fit  and  proper  to 
be  done.  They  deny  that  said  work  was  divided  In  the  manner  al- 
leged in  said  Information  or  otherwise,  or  any  of  said  officers  or 
directors  had  charge  of  the  alleged  divisions  of  work  stated  in  said 
Information,  or  any  such  divisions  or  departments  of  work.  They 
allege  that,  in  the  actual  practice  of  work,  some  tacit  and  occasional 
division  actually  occurred,  but  that  the  same  was  in  nowise  formally 
or  generally  observed;  and  that  each  and  every  one  of  said  officers 
and  directors  acted  for  himself,  upon  his  own  Judgment  and  respon- 
[787]  slbility,  except  where,  by  conference  upon  a  given  subject,  a 
course  was  determined  upon;  and  that  each  one  of  said  officers  and 
directors  was  responsible  solely  for  the  specific  acts  by  him  done,  and 
not  otherwise.  They  allege  that  each  and  all  the  acts  done  by  said 
officers  and  directors  and  by  these  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  were 
so  done  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  conferred  upon  them  by  the 
members  of  said  American  Railway  Union  as  the  same  is  hereinbe- 
fore alleged,  and  not  otherwise.  Defendants  deny  that,  in  pursuance 
of  any  arrangement  or  figreement  or  otherwise,  the  defendant  Rogers 
was  to  have  charge  of  the  editing  or  publishing  of  the  so-called  "  Rail- 
way Times";  or  that  said  Rogers  caused  said  paper  to  be  published 
In  the  said  city  of  Chicago,  as  alleged,  or  otherwise ;  or  that  by  said 
newspaper  or  otherwise,  said  directors,  or  either  of  them,  have  coun- 
seled, encouraged,  directed,  or  advised  the  members  of  said  American 
Railway  Union,  or  any  other  person  or  persons,  or  class  of  persons,  to 
disregard  the  order  and  writ  of  injunction  of  this  court,  or  any  order  or 
writ  of  any  court  or  to  disregard  the  orders  and  directions  of  the  per- 
sons operating  any  railway  at  any  time.  They  admit  and  allege  that  the 
telegrams  set  forth  in  said  information  were  sent  by  the  defendant 
James  Hogan;  and  allege  that  the  same  were  sent  by  him  for  the 
purpose  and  with  the  Intent  of  peacefully  and  lawfully  counseling 
and  advising  men  who  had,  by  reason  of  the  grievances  done  or  threat- 
ened to  them,  and  by  reason  of  the  unlawful  conspiracy  of  said  rail- 
way companies  and  said  Pullman  Palace-Gar  Company,  hereinbefore 
set  forth,  peaceably,  lawfully,  and  voluntarily  quit  the  service  of  said 
railway  companies;  and  allege  that  said  telegrams,  and  all  of  them, 
had  no  other  relation  to  or  effect  upon  said  strike,  or  any  of  the  mat- 
ters Incident  to  or  growing  out  of  the  same,  than  might  well  result 
from  the  lawful  and  peaceful  counsel  to  the  members  of  the  said  Ameri- 
can Railway  Union  as  to  such  of  their  own  personal  rights  and  inter- 
ests as  were  Involved  In  said  controversy.  The  said  defendants  each 
for  himself  denies  that  he  Intended  In  any  way.  In  any  act  or  thing 
by  him  done,  to  violate  the  injunction  of  this  court  or  to  act  in  de- 
fiance or  contempt  of  its  authority.  And  the  said  defendants  each 
for  himself  does  plead  to  said  Information  that  he  Is  not  guilty  of  any 
of  either  or  all  of  the  acts  therein  charged,  or  of  any  contempt  of  the 
authority  of  this  court  In  the  premises. 

The  petition  of  the  receivers  shows  their  appointment  in  December, 
1883;  that  by  the  order  appointing  them,  all  persons  were  forbidden 
to  interfere  with  their  possession  and  management;  that  the  road 
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extends  through  a  number  of  states,  and  is  an  important  line  of  com- 
merce, using  Puliman  sleepers  under  contract;  that  on  tlie  22d  of 
June,  1894,  the  defendants,  being  officers  of  the  American  Railway 
Union,  entered  into  a  conspiracy  to  boycott  Pullman  cars,  and,  upon 
the  refusal  of  the  receivers  to  submit  to  their  dictation,  proceeded  to 
employ  substantially  the  same  modes  of  interference  as  are  charged  in 
the  information  presented  in  the  other  case  in  the  name  of  the  United 
States. 

In  addition  to  the  order  made  when  the  receivers  were  appointed,  it 
is  also  shown  that  on  June  29,  1894,  this  court  issued  an  additional 
order,  for  the  protection  of  the  receivers  in  the  management  of  the 
property,  whereby  "all  persons  were  enjoined  and  restrained  from 
interfering  in  any  manner  with  trains,  cars,  switches,  or  other  prop- 
erty, and  from  interfering,  by  Intimidation,  threats,  violence,  or  in  any 
other  manner,  with  the  employ^  of  said  receivers  in  the  performance 
of  their  duties  ** ;  that  this  order  was  published  in  the  evening  papers 
of  Chicago  on  June  29th,  and  in  morning  papers  of  the  30th;  and 
that  on  July  2d  an  injunction  was  issued,  upon  the  petition  of  the 
United  States,  enjoining  the  defendants,  and  others  in  conspiracy  with 
them,  from  interfering  with  the  railroads  named,  including  the  Atchi- 
son, Topelsa  &  Santa  F6;  that,  notwithstanding  these  orders  and 
injunctions,  the  defendants  persisted  in  "  their  illegal  acts  and  doings, 
wkhout  change  or  abatement,"  etc. 

The  defendants  Debs,  Howard,  Keliher,  and  Rogers,  who  only,  in  the 
first  instance,  were  named  in  this  information,  filed  an  answer,  differ- 
ing in  no  respect  which  need  be  pointed  out  from  their  answer  in  the 
other  case.  The  names  of  Hogan,  Burns,  Goodwrin,  McVean,  and  Elliott 
were  afterwards  [738]  inserted  in  the  information,  by  leave  of  court ; 
and  it  was  agreed  that  they  should  have  the  benefit  of  the  answer 
already  filed  by  Debs  and  others  as  if  it  were  their  own.  The  two 
cases  were  heard  at  the  same  time,  upon  an  agreement  that  they  should 
be  considered  to  be  separate  hearings,  but  that  any  evidence  intro- 
duced in  either  case  might  be  considered  in  the  other,  if  relevant. 

Edwin  Walker  and  T.  E.  Milchrist^  United  States  District 
Attorney,  for  the  United  States. 

E.  A.  Bancroft  and  John  S.  Miller^  for  receivers. 

W.  TF.  Erwin^  Clarence  S.  Darrow^  and  S.  S.  Gregory j  for 
defendants. 

The  attorneys  for  the  receivers  presented  the  following 
propositions  and  citations  of  authorities: 

"Any  interference  with  property  in  the  custody  of  the  t^urt  is  a  cou- 
tempt  Richards  v.  People,  81  111.  551 ;  Noe  v.  Oibson,  7  Paige,  513 ;  In 
re  Soiolea,  41  Fed.  752.  Such,  also,  is  any  act  of  interference  by  force 
or  threats  with  employ^  in  charge  of  such  property.  Secor  v.  Toledo, 
P.  d  W.  R.  Oo„  7  Biss.  513,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,605 ;  King  v.  Ohio  d  M.  R. 
Co.,  7  Biss.  629,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,800 ;  In  re  Wahash  R.  Co.,  24  Fed.  217 ; 
In  re  Higgins,  27  Fed.  443 ;  In  re  Doolittle,  23  Fed.  544 ;  U.  8.  v.  Kanr., 
Id.  748.  See,  also.  In  re  Chiles,  22  Wall.  157;  McCaulay  v.  Sewing 
Mach.  Co.,  9  Fed.  698;  Sherry  v.  Perkins,  147  Mass.  219,  17  N.  B.  307. 
Where  the  court  has  Jurisdiction  of  the  person,  a  disobedience  of  tl:e 
court's  order   is   contempt,   though   committed   in   another  district 
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McOaulatf  v.  Sewing  Mach.  Co,,  supra ;  wnUatM  v.  Hiniermeisier,  20 
Fed.  889,  890.  Aiding,  advising,  or  persuading  another  to  do  a  for- 
bidden act,  or  even  permitting  another  whose  action  can  be  controlled 
to  do  the  forbidden  act,  is  contempt  Sodete  Anonpme  de  la  Distil- 
lerie  de  la  Liqueur  Benedictine  de  VAhhaye  de  Fecamp  y.  Western 
DistiUing  Co.,  42  Fed.  96;  Blood  v.  Martin,  21  Ga.  127;  Veale  ▼.  Os- 
borne, 14  How.  Pr.  81 ;  Wheeler  v.  OUsey,  35  How.  Pr.  139 ;  Stknpson 
V.  Putnam,  41  Vt  238;  Poertner  v.  Russell,  33  Wis.  193." 

Woods,  Circuit  Judge,  after  making  the  foregoing  state- 
ment: 

If  the  case  presented  were  itself  of  less  moment,  the  very 
great  importance  of  some  of  the  questions  involved  could  not 
be  overlooked.  To  the  study  of  them  I  have  devoted  more 
time  than  could  well  be  spared  from  other  duties.  It  is  due 
to  counsel  to  say  that  the  labor  of  the  court,  protracted  and 
painstaking  as  it  has  been,  has  been  greatly  relieved  by  the 
contributions  of  learning  and  research  which  they  brought  to 
the  discussion.  While  the  principles  considered  are  not  new, 
in  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  injunction  which  the 
defendants  are  charged  with  violating  there  are  involved 
inquiries  which  in  some  respects  go  beyond  the  lines  of  estab- 
lished or  unquestioned  precedent. 

A  preliminary  question  in  the  case  was  whether  or  not, 
upon  the  filing  of  their  answers,  the  defendants  were  enti- 
tled to  be  discharged  without  an  inquiry  into  the  facts.  The 
authorities  seem  to  be  agreed,  and  accordingly  the  court 
ruled,  District  Judge  Grosscup  participating  in  the  decision, 
that,  in  a  proceeding  for  contempt  in  equity,  a  sworn  answer, 
however  full  and  unequivocal,  is  not  conclusive.  King  v.  Tfie 
Vaughan^  2  Doug.  616 ;  Underwood^s  Case^  2  Humph.  48, 49 ; 
Rutherford  v.  Metcalfe  5  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  58,  61,  62;  Magen- 
nis  V.  Parkhurst^  4  N.  J.  Eq.  433,  434;  State  v.  Harper^s 
Ferry  Boat  Co.y  16  W.  Va.  864,  873;  Crook  v.  People^  16  HI. 
534,  537;  Buck  [739]  v.  Buck,  60  111.  105,  106;  Welch  v. 
People,  30  HI.  App.  399,  409;  Totes'  Case  (Kent,  Ch.  J.)  4 
Johns.  317,  373;  McCredie  v.  Senior,  4  Paige,  378,  381,  382; 
Bank  v.  Schermerhom,  9  Paige,  372,  375 ;  U.  S.  v.  Anon.,  21 
Fed.  761,  768. 

The  objection  raised  by  demurrer  that  the  injunction  was 
illegal  and  void  was  overruled  at  the  time  of  presentation,  but 
with  leave  for  further  argument  at  the  final  hearing  upK)n 
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the  evidence.  A  great  body  of  evidence,  consisting  of  the 
testimony  of  witnesses,  telegrams,  and  other  docmnents,  has 
been  adduced  to  show  the  guilt  of  the  accused.  The  de- 
fendants, claiming  the  constitutional  privilege  against  self- 
incrimination,  refused  to  testify  at  the  instance  of  the  prose- 
cution, and  have  offered  no  evidence  in  their  own  behalf,  ex- 
cepting parts  of  certain  documents  which  were  allowed  to 
be  read  in  connection  with  other  parts  offered  by  the  prose- 
cution. Besides  denying  that  any  violation  of  the  injunc- 
tion has  been  proved  against  them,  the  defendants  now 
reassert  and  insist  that  the  injunction  is  invalid,  on  the  two 
grounds  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  de- 
termine the  case  in  which  the  injunction  was  ordered,  and 
that,  though  possessed  of  such  jurisdiction,  the  court  lacked 
organic  power  to  make  the  particular  order  in  question. 
Beferenoe  is  made  to  Ex  parte  Fiskj  118  U.  S.  718,  718, 
719,  6  Sup.  Ct.  724;  /n  re  Sawyer,  124  U.  S.  200,  220-222, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  482;  Ex  parte  Terry,  128  U.  S.  289,  9  Sup.  Ct 
77;  Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  98  U.  S.  274,  282,  283;  Kerfoot  v. 
People,  51  HI.  App.  409.  If  the  injunction  was,  for  any 
reason,  totally  invalid,  no  violation  or  disregard  of  it  could 
constitute  a  punishable  contempt;  but  if  the  court  acquired 
jurisdiction,  and  did  not  exceed  its  powers  in  the  particular 
case,  no  irregularity  or  error  in  the  procedure  or  in  the  order 
itself  could  justify  disobedience  of  the  writ.  Elliott  v.  Peir- 
sol,  1  Pet.  840;  Ex  parte  Watkins,  8  Pet.  193;  In  re  Coy, 
127  U.  S.  781, 8  Sup.  Ct  1263.  The  considerations  of  public 
policy  on  which  this  rule  rests  are  too  plain  and  well  under- 
stood to  need  restatement. 

Was  the  case  one  of  which  the  court  had  jurisdiction?  No 
question  is  made,  or  could  be  made  in  a  proceeding  for  con- 
tempt, of  the  sufficiency  of  the  petition  for  the  injunction  in 
respect  to  matters  of  form  and  averment  merely.  In  Goy^s 
Case,  supra,  the  court  said : 

**  In  all  such  cases,  when  the  qneBtion  of  Jurisdiction  Is  raised,  tbe 
point  to  be  decided  is  whether  the  court  has  Jurisdiction  of  that  claas 
of  offenses.  If  the  statute  has  invested  the  court  which  tried  the 
prisoner  with  Jurisdiction  to  punish  a  well-defined  class  of  offenses, — 
as  forgery  of  Its  bonds,  or  perjury  in  its  courts, — ^its  Judgment  aa  to 
what  acts  were  necessary  under  these  statutes  to  conatitate  the 
ertme  Is  not  reviewable  on  a  writ  of  liabeaB  oorpua." 
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The  question  here,  therefore,  is  whether  the  case  presented 
by  the  petition  was  of  a  class  which  in  a  federal  court  admits 
of  the  remedy  by  injunction. 

Without  going  into  the  details  of  averment,  the  charge 
made  against  the  defendants  was  that  they  were  engaged  in 
a  conspiracy  to  hinder  and  interrupt  interstate  commerce 
and  the  carriage  of  the  mails  upon  the  railroads  centering  in 
Chicago,  by  means  and  in  a  manner  to  constitute,  within  the 
recognized  definitions,  a  public  nuisance.  A  nuisance  is 
"anything  that  unlawfully  work-  [740]  eth  hurt,  incon- 
venience or  damage."  3  Bl.  Comm.  216.  "A  public  nuisance 
is  such  an  inconvenience  or  troublesome  offense  as  annoys  the 
whole  commimity  in  general,  and  not  merely  some  particular 
person.''  Id.  166.  As  defined  in  Wood  on  Nuisances  (page 
38),  ^  a  public  nuisance  is  a  violation  of  a  public  right,  either 
by  a  direct  encroachment  upon  public  rights  or  property, 
or  by  doing  some  act  which  tends  to  a  conmion  injury,  or  by 
omitting  to  do  some  act  which  the  conmion  good  requires, 
and  which  it  is  the  duty  of  a  person  to  do,  and  the  omis- 
sion to  do  which  results  injuriously  to  the  public.''  A  form 
of  public  nuisance  of  which  cognizance  has  been  taken  by 
the  courts  of  equity  in  England  and  in  this  country  is  called 
" purpresture,"  which  is  defined  to  be  "an  encroachment 
upon  lands,  or  rights  and  easements  incident  thereto,  be- 
longing to  the  public,  and  to  which  the  public  have  a  right 
of  access  or  of  enjoyment,  and  encroachment  upon  navigable 
streams."  "The  remedy  for  a  purpresture,  simply,  is  by 
information  in  equity  at  the  suit  of  the  attorney  general  or 
other  proper  officer."  Wood,  Nuis.  pp.  107,  117;  People 
V.  Vanderhilt^  28  N.  Y.  396;  New  Orleans  v.  U.  S.y  10  Pet 
662;  Attorney  General  v.  Forhes^  2  Mylne  &  C.  123. 

In  Kerr  on  Injunctions  (page  395)  it  is  said: 

**  There  is  a  wide  difference  between  a  purpresture  and  a  nuisance. 
Although  they  may  coexist,  either  may  exist  without  the  other. 
If  the  act  complained  of  be  a  purpresture,  it  may  be  restrained  at 
the  suit  of  the  attorney  general,  whether  it  be  a  nuisance  or  not 
Being  an  encroachment  on  the  soli  of  the  sovereign,  lilce  trespass 
on  the  soil  of  an  individual,  it  will  support  an  action  irrespective 
of  any  damage  which  may  accrue.  But,  to  constitute  a  public 
nuisance,  damage  to  the  public  right  of  navigation  or  other  public 
right  must  be  shown  to  exist  If  the  act  complained  of  be  a  mere 
purpresture,  without  being  at  the  same  time  a  nuisance,  the  court 
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will  usually  direct  an  inquiry  to  be  made  whetlier  it  will  be  more 
beneficial  to  the  crown  to  abate  the  purpresture  or  to  sulfer  the 
erection  to  remain  and  be  arrested;  but,  if  the  purpresture  be  also 
a  public  nuisance,  this  cannot  be  done,  for  the  crown  cannot  sanction 
a  public  nuisance." 

Accordingly,  it  is  contended,  and  numerous  decisions  and 
texts  are  cited  to  show,  that  ^^  equity  had  jurisdiction  to 
restrain  public  nuisances  upon  bill  or  information  filed  by 
the  attorney  general  on  bdialf  of  the  people.''  High,  Inj. 
§§  745,  759,  764,  1570;  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  1349;  Wood,  Nuis. 
p.  124;  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  921-924;  1  Daniell,  Ch.  Pr.  7,  8; 
Mitf.  Eq.  PI.  104,  117,  196;  Attorney  General  v.  Johnson^ 
2  Wils.  Ch.  87;  Attorney  General  v.  Forbes^  2  Mylne  &  C. 
123;  Attorney  General  v.  Terry ^  9  Ch.  App.  423;  Attor- 
ney General  v.  Birmingham^  4  Kay  &  J.  528;  People  v. 
Miner ^  2  Lans.  396;  People  v.  Ferry  Co.^  68  N.  T.  71; 
Davis  V.  Mayor ^  etc,  14  N.  Y.,  526;  People  v.  Vander- 
biU,  28  N.  Y.  396;  Id.,  26  N.  Y.  287;  Attorney  General  v. 
Hunter^  1  Dev.  Eq.  12.  I  quote  passages,  some  of  which, 
besides  bearing  upon  the  principal  question  of  jurisdiction, 
will  be  found  to  be  determinative  of  other  questions  which 
have  come  under  discussion. 

Story  says: 

Section  921:  "In  regard  to  public  nuisances,  the  Jurisdiction  of 
courts  of  equity  seems  to  be  of  a  very  ancient  date.  •  •  •  The 
jurisdiction  is  appiicabie,  not  only  to  'public  nuisances/  strictly  so 
called,  but  also  to  purprestures  upon  public  rights  and  property. 
•  ••  In  its  common  acceptation  it  [purpresture]  is  now  under- 
stood to  mean  an  encroachment  upon  the  [741]  king,  either  upon 
part  of  his  demesne  lands,  or  upon  rights  and  easements  held  by  the 
crown  of  the  public,  such  as  open  highways,  public  rivers,  forts, 
streets,  eta,  and  other  public  accommodations."  City  of  New  Orleans 
V.  U.  fif.,  10  Pet  662;  Mohawk  Bridge  Co,  v.  Vtica  &  8.  JR.  Co.,  6 
Paige,  554;  Attorney  General  v.  Oohoes  Bridge  Co,,  6  Paige,  133. 

Section  923:  '*In  cases  of  'public  nuisances,'  properly  so  called, 
an  indictment  lies  to  abate  them,  and  to  punish  the  offenders; 
but  an  information  also  lies  in  equity  to  redress  the  grievance  by 
way  of  injunction.  The  instances  of  the  interposition  of  the  court, 
however,  are,  it  is  said,  rare,  and  principally  confined  to  informations 
seeking  preventive  relief.  Thus,  informations  in  equity  have  been 
maintained  against  a  public  nuisance  by  stopping  a  highway." 

Section  924:  "The  ground  of  this  Jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity 
in  cases  of  purpresture,  as  well  as  of  public  nuisances,  undoubtedly 
is  their  ability  to  give  a  more  complete  and  perfect  remedy  than  is 
attainable  at  law,  in  order  to  prevent  irreparable  mischief,  and 
also  to  suppress  oppressive  and  vexatious  litigations.  In  the  first 
place,  they  can  interpose,  where  the  courts  of  law  cannot,  to  restrain 
and  prevent  nuch  nuisances  which  are  threatened  or  are  in  progress, 
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as  well  as  to  abate  those  already  existing.  In  the  next  place,  by  a 
perpetual  injunction,  the  remedy  is  made  complete  through  all  future 
time." 

So  Pomeroy,  in  section  1849,  says : 

"A  court  of  equity  has  Jurisdiction  to  restrain  existing  or  threat- 
ened public  nuisances  by  injunction,  at  the  suit  of  the  attorney 
general,  in  Bngiand,  and  at  the  suit  of  the  state,  or  the  people,  or 
municipality,  or  some  proper  officer  representing  the  commonwealth, 
in  this  country."  Attorney  General  v.  Eau  Claire,  87  Wis.  400; 
State  V.  Eau  Claire,  40  Wia  683;  Rochester  v.  Erickaon,  46  Barb. 
92;  Pennsylvania  v.  Wheeling,  etc..  Bridge  Co,,  13  How.  518. 

Wood  (volume  1,  p.  124)  says: 

'*  While,  at  the  close  of  the  Revolution,  the  people  of  each  state, 
in  their  sovereign  capacity,  acquired  the  absolute  right  to  all  navi- 
gable waters  and  the  soil  under  them,  yet  where  the  state  has  per- 
mitted a  use  of  navigable  waters  connecting  the  two  states  that 
interferes  with  navigation,  the  general  government,  under  the  power 
given  it  by  the  constitution  tor  regulate  commerce  between  the 
states,  may  exercise  Jurisdiction  over  the  waters,  and  procure  an 
abatement  of  such  obstructions."  Insurance  Co.  v.  Curtenius,  6 
McLean,  209,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3.045. 

High  says : 

Section  1554:  "When  the  right  involved  Is  purely  of  a  public 
nature,  and  the  grievance  which  it  is  sought  to  enjoin  is  one  which 
affects  the  public  at  large,  the  proceeding  is  usually  Instituted,  both 
in  England  and  in  this  country,  by  the  attorney  general  in  behalf 
of  the  people,  sometimes  proceeding  in  his  own  name  or  that  of  the 
people  absolutely,  and  sometimes  upon  the  relation  of  a  citizen; 
and  in  actions  to  enjoin  the  erection  or  continuance  of  public  nui- 
sances this  course  is  generally  pursued."  State  v.  Dayton  d  8.  B. 
R.  Co.,  86  Ohio  St  434 ;  People  v.  Vanderhilt,  28  N.  Y.  896. 

Section  764:  "When  proceedings  are  had  to  enjoin  a  public  nui- 
sance, such  as  the  pollution  of  a  river  by  a  board  of  municipal  officers 
in  violation  of  an  act  of  parliament  under  which  they  are  acting,  a 
distinction  is  drawn,  as  to  the  necessity  of  proving  an  actual  injury, 
between  the  case  of  an  Information  filed  by  the  attorney  general 
In  behalf  of  the  public  and  a  bill  filed  by  private  citizens  in  thehr 
own  behalf;  and  in  the  former  case  it  is  held  to  be  unnecessary  for 
the  attorney  general  to  establish  any  actual  Injury,  the  statute  having 
prohibited  the  act  complained  of." 

Section  745 :  "  It  is,  however,  to  be  observed  that  the  fact  that  the 
commission  of  the  threatened  act,  which  it  is  sought  to  enjoin  as  a 
nuisance,  may  be  punished  criminally  as  such,  will  not  prevent  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  restraining  power  of  equity."  People  v.  St.  Louis,  6 
Gilman,  851;  Attorney  General  v.  Hunter,  1  Dev.  Bq.  12;  CHlbert  t. 
Canal,  etc.,  Co.,  8  N.  J.  Bq.  495. 

[742]  To  the  same  effect,  in  2  Daniell,  Ch.  PI.  &  Pr.  (4th 
Ed.)  p.  1636,  it  is  said :  "  In  cases  of '  public  nuisance,*  prop- 
erly so  called,  an  indictment  lies  to  abate  them,  and  to 
prosecute  the  offender;  but  an  information  will  also  lie  in 
equity  to  stop  the  mischief,  and  to  restrain  the  continuance  of 
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it";  and  among  the  cases  cited  in  support  of  the  text  are 
Attorney  General  v.  Nichol^  16  Ves.  338;  Attorney  General 
V.  Forhea^  2  Myhie  &  C.  123 ;  Attorney  General  v.  Cambridge 
Consumers*  Gas  Co.^  L.  R.  6  Eq.  282;  Bunnell's  Appeal, 
69  Pa.  St.  59.  See,  also,  Craig  v.  People,  47  HI.  487;  At- 
tomey  General  v.  Railroad  Companies,  35  Wis.  627;  Attor- 
ney  General  v.  City  of  Eau  Claire,  37  Wis.  400. 

The  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  has  spoken  on  the 
subject.  In  the  case  of  Mayor  of  Georgetown  v.  Alexandria 
Canal  Co.,  12  Pet.  91,  98,*  where  an  injunction  was  sought 
against  obstructing  the  navigation  of  the  Potomac  river,  the 
court  said : 

"Besides  tbis  remedy  at  law,  it  is  now  settled  that  a  court  of 
equity  may  take  jurisdiction,  in  cases  of  public  nuisance,  by  an 
information  filed  by  tbe  attorney  general.  Tbis  Jurisdiction  seems  to 
bave  been  acted  on  wltb  caution  and  besitancy.  Tbus,  it  is  said  by 
tbe  cbancellor,  in  18  Ves.  217,  tbat  tbe  instances  of  tbe  interposition 
of  tbe  court  were  confined  and  rare.  He  referred,  as  to  tbe  principal 
autbority  on  tbe  subject,  to  wbat  bad  been  done  in  tbe  court  of  ex- 
cbequer  upon  tbe  discussion  of  tbe  rlgbt  of  tbe  attorney  general,  by 
some  species  of  information,  to  seek,  on  tbe  equitable  side  of  the 
court,  relief  as  to  nuisance,  and  preventiye  relief.  Cbancellor  K^it, 
in  Attorney  General  v.  Vtica  Ins.  Co.,  2  Jobns.  Ob.  382,  remarks  that 
tbe  equity  Jurisdiction  in  cases  of  public  nuisance,  in  tbe  only  cases 
in  which  it  bad  been  exercised  (tbat  is,  in  cases  of  encroacbm^it  on 
tbe  king's  soil),  bad  lain  dormant  for  a  century  and  a  half  (that  is, 
from  Charles  I.  down  to  tbe  year  1795).  Yet  tbe  Jurisdiction  has 
been  finally  sustained  upon  tbe  principle  tbat  equity  can  give  more 
adequate  and  complete  relief  than  can  be  obtained  at  law.  While, 
therefore,  it  is  admitted  by  all  tbat  it  is  confessedly  one  of  delicacy, 
and  accordingly  tbe  instances  where  it  is  exercised  are  rare,  yet  it 
may  be  exercised  in  those  cases  In  which  there  Is  eminent  danger  of 
irreparable  mischief  before  tbe  tardiness  of  the  law  can  reach  It" 

See,  also,  the  opinion  in  Pennsylvania  v.  Wheeling,  etc., 
Bridge  Co.,  13  How.  518,  where  a  bridge  across  the  Ohio 
river  was  held  to  be  a  public  nuisance,  and  ordered  abated, 
at  the  suit  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania. 

But  while  this  jurisdiction  of  the  English  courts  of  chan- 
cery and  of  the  equity  courts  of  the  several  states  of  the 
Union  is  not  understood  to  be  disputed  by  counsel  for  the 
defendants,  they  do  insist  that,  in  the  abs^ce  of  legislation 
by  congress  conferring  the  authority,  the  federal  courts  can 
do  nothing  for  the  protection  of  the  highways  of  interstate 
commerce,  whether  upon  land  or  water.  They  cite  the  fol- 
lowing language  from  the  opinion  in  Parkershurg  dk  0.  R. 
Traatsp.  Co.  v.  CUy  of  Parkershurg,  107  U.  S.  691, 3  Sup.  Ot. 
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782,  in  which  Pennsylvania  v.  Wh^ling^  etc.^  Bridge  Oo., 
it  may  be  obsenred,  is  declared  to  be  ^^  a  peculiar  case  ": 

**  Now,  wharves,  levees,  and  landing  places  are  essential  to  commerce 
by  water,  no  less  than  a  navigable  channel  and  a  clear  river.  But 
they  are  attached  to  the  land;  they  are  private  property, — real 
estate;  and  they  are,  primarily  at  least,  subject  to  the  local  state 
laws.  Congress  has  never  yet  interfered  to  sapervise  their  adminis- 
tration; it  has  hitherto  left  this  exclusively  to  the  states.  There  is 
little  doubt,  however,  that  congress,  if  It  [743]  saw  fit,  in  cases  of 
prevailing  abuses  in  the  management  of  wharf  property, — ^abuses  mate- 
rially Interfering  with  the  prosecution  of  commerce, — might  Interpose 
and  make  regulations  to  prevent  such  abuses.  When  It  shall  have 
done  so  it  will  be  time  enough  for  the  courts  to  carry  its  regulations 
into  effect  by  Judicial  proceedings  properly  Instituted ;  but,  until  con- 
gress has  acted,  the  courts  of  the  United  States  cannot  assume  control 
over  the  subject  as  a  matter  of  federal  cognizance.  It  is  congress,  and 
not  the  Judicial  department,  to  which  the  constitution  has  given  the 
power  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  sev- 
eral states.    The  courts  can  never  take  the  initiative  on  this  subject'* 

And  from  Bridge  Co.  y.  Hatch^  126  U,  8.  1,  8  Sup.  Ct 
811,  the  following: 

**  The  power  of  congress  to  pass  laws  for  the  regulation  of  the  navi- 
gation of  public  rivers,  and  to  prevent  any  and  all  obstructions  therein, 
is  not  questioned;  but,  until  it  does  pass  some  such  law,  there  is  no 
common  law  of  the  United  States  which  prohibits  obstructions  and 
nuisances  in  navigable  rivers,  unless  it  be  the  maritime  law,  adminis- 
tered by  the  courts  of  admiralty  and  maritime  Jurisdiction.  No  prece- 
dent, however,  exists  fOr  the  enforcement  of  any  such  law;  and,  if 
such  law  could  be  enforced  (a  point  which  we  do  not  undertake  to 
decide),  it  would  not  avail  to  sustain  the  bill  in  equity  filed  in  the 
original  case.  There  must  be  a  direct  statute  of  the  United  States  in 
order  to  bring  within  the  scope  of  its  laws,  as  administered  by  the 
courts  of  law  and  equity,  obstructions  and  nuisances  in  navigable 
streams  within  the  states.  Such  obstructions  and  nuisances  are  of- 
fenses against  the  laws  of  the  states  within  which  the  navigable 
waters  lie,  and  may  be  indicted  or  prohibited  as  such;  but  they  are 
not  offenses  against  United  States  laws  which  do  not  exist,  and  none 
such  exist  except  what  are  to  be  found  on  the  statute  book." 

Accordingly,  notwithstanding  the  provision,  in  the  "Act  for 
the  admission  of  Oregon  into  the  Union  "  that "  all  the  navi- 
gable waters  of  said  state  shall  be  common  highways  and 
forever  free,''  it  was  held  in  that  case  that  the  bridge  which 
it  was  sought  to  remove  was  not  an  offense  against  the  United 
States,  in  the  absence  of  direct  legislation  bringing  obstruc- 
tions and  nuisances  in  navigable  streams  within  the  scope  of 
national  law. 

In  reply  to  this  i>osition  of  the  defense,  reference  is  made 
to  the  "Act  to  regulate  commerce,"  as  amended  by  the  act  of 
March  2,  1889  (26  Stat  865) ;  and  it  is  contended  that  by 
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force  of  the  provisions  of  that  statute,  passed  in  exercise  of 
the  power  conferred  on  congress  by  the  constitution  ^'  to  rega- 
late  commerce  among  the  several  states,^'  the  national  control 
has  been  extended  over  the  channels  and  agencies  of  inter- 
state conmierce,  including  railways  as  well  as  navigable 
waters,  and  that  out  of  this  legislation,  whatever  had  been 
the  rule  before,  has  arisen  by  necessary  implication  the  juris- 
diction of  the  federal  courts,  in  accordance  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  equity,  to  protect  that  commerce  against  interfer- 
ence or  obstruction.  The  right  of  the  federal  government  to 
obtain  the  injunction  is  also  asserted  upon  the  ground  of 
property  right  in  the  mails. 

That  the  nation  owns  the  mail  bags  is  of  course  beyond 
dispute,  and  that  it  pays  large  sums  annually  for  the  carry- 
ing of  the  mails  upon  the  railroads  is  well  understood.  In 
Searight  v.  Stokes^  8  How.  151,  where  the  question  was 
whether  vehicles  carrying  the  mails  were  "laden  with  the 
property  of  the  United  States,"  and  therefore  exempt  from 
toll  on  the  Cumberland  road,  in  Pennsylvania,  the  supreme 
court  said : 

[744]  "The  United  States  have  unquestionably  a  property  in  the 
mails.  They  are  not  mere  common  carriers,  but  a  government,  per- 
forming a  high  ofRcial  duty  in  holding  and  guarding  its  own  property 
as  well  as  that  of  its  citizens  committed  to  its  care ;  for  a  very  large 
portion  of  the  letters  and  packages  conveyed  on  this  road,  especially 
during  the  sessions  of  congress,  consists  of  communications  to  or  from 
the  officers  of  the  executive  department,  or  members  of  the  legisla- 
ture, on  public  service  or  in  relation  to  matters  of  public  oonoem." 

It  is  said,  on  the  contrary,  to  be  easy  ^^  to  show  that,  at 
conmion  law,  jurisdiction  of  the  chancery  on  information  of 
the  attorney  general  to  restrain  a  purpresture  or  nuisance  rests 
on  the  idea  that  the  king  owns  the  land  whereon  it  exists.'' 
It  is  doubtless  true  that,  in  the  cases  where  the  jurisdiction 
was  invoked,  the  king  was  the  owner  of  the  land,  because 
the  land  under  navigable  waters  in  England  has  always  be* 
longed  to  the  crown;  but  the  object  of  the  suits  has  always 
been,  not  to  vindicate  the  title  to  the  land,  which  could  have 
been  done  by  the  action  of  ejectment,  but  to  prevent  or  re- 
move obstructions  to  navigation,  which  required  the  prompt 
and  efficient  methods  of  equity;  and  it  is  not  to  be  believed 
that  if  in  England,  as  along  the  fresh-water  rivers  of  this 
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country,  the  title  of  lands  under  the  water  had  belonged  to  the 
riparian  owners,  the  same  jurisdiction  would  not  have  been 
exercised  for  the  protection  of  the  public  right  of  navigation. 
The  public  interest  is  concerned  in  the  unobstructed  use  of 
the  water,  and  it  is  sticking  in  the  mud  to  say  that  the  right 
to  protect  that  use  is  dependent  upon  the  ownership  of  the 
underlying  soil.  If,  however,  the  jurisdiction  in  such  cases 
must  be  held  to  rest  upon  some  legal  title  or  property  right, 
which  by  fiction  shall  be  deemed  to  be  worthy  of  equitable 
protection,  or  to  afford  a  basis  of  jurisdiction  for  pro- 
tecting incidental  rights,  it  would  seem  that  the  property 
which  the  government  has  been  declared  to  have  in  the  mails 
and  its  unquestioned  ownership  of  mail  bags  might  well  be 
deemed  sufficient  for  the  purpose.  Justice  Brewer  said  in 
U.  S.  V.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.^  60  Fed.  28,  42:  "  The  dollar  is  not 
always  the  test  of  real  interest  It  may  properly  be  sacri- 
ficed if  anything  of  higher  value  be  thereby  attained." 

"  But,''  say  counsel,  "  this  whole  subject  is  utterly  f o^ign 
to  the  question  in  this  case.  ♦  ♦  ♦  Waterways  are  not 
railways.  They  are  free  to  all  comers,  and  are  not  the  sub- 
ject of  private  ownership  nor  control,  but  only  of  municipal 
regulation  by  public  authority.  Lake  Front  Casey  146  U.  S. 
887, 18  Sup.  Ct.  110.  The  control  of  the  railway  is  primarily 
with  the  company  that  owns  and  operates  it.  These  great 
interests  are  entirely  able  to  cope  with  any  interference  with 
their  property.  If  they  be  held,  in  a  high  sense,  as  trustees 
for  the  public,  why  should  equity  entertain  a  suit  by  the 
beneficiaries  of  this  trust  imtil  the  trustees  have  proved 
recreant!  These  companies  own  the  land  over  which  their 
lines  run,  or  a  right  of  way  in  perpetuity,  and,  though 
barged  with  public  duties,  are  still  private  pecuniary  cor- 
porations operated  for  gain.  As  to  all  local  matters,  viz. 
the  speed  of  trains,  stopping  at  crossings,  elevation  of 
tracks,  and  things  of  that  character,  they  are  subject  to 
local  or  state  regulation.  This  could  not  be  were  the 
power  of  congress  exclusive  as  in  the  matter  of  interstate 
rates.  Wahashy  etc.^  Ry.  1745]  Co.  v.  People  of  lUtnoiSy  118 
U.  S.  567, 7  Sup.  Ct  4.''  It  is,  of  course,  true  that  waterways 
are  not  railways;   that  the  latter  and  the  title  to  the  land 
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under  them  are  owned  and  controlled,  under  legal  limita- 
tions, by  companies  which  operate  them  for  gain;  but  so 
are  the  boats  which  ply  the  rivers  and  lakes  of  the  country ; 
and  I  see  no  reason  in  any  of  the  suggestions  advanced  for 
saying  that  the  courts  may  give  to  commerce  on  the  rivers 
a  protection  which  they  may  not  extend  to  commerce  cm 
the  railways.  The  railroad  companies  are  clothed  with  the 
power  of  eminent  domain,  to  enable  them  to  acquire  lands 
necessary  for  their  purposes,  because  the  proposed  use  is 
for  the  public  benefit  To  the  extent  of  the  share  which 
the  companies  have  in  interstate  commerce  they  hold  their 
lands  and  rights  of  way  for  the  benefit  of  the  general  public 
and  subject  to  the  national  control.  ^^For  this  purpose,'' 
to  use  the  expression  of  the  supreme  court  in  Oilman  v. 
Philadelphia^  3  WalL  713,  in  respect  of  navigable  waters, 
^^  they  are  the  public  property  of  the  nation,  and  subject  to 
all  the  requisite  legislation  of  congress." 

'Q^i  while  the  reasons  to  justify,  on  the  grounds  considered, 
the  issuing  of  the  injunction  for  the  purpose  of  protecting, 
against  obstruction  or  interruption,  either  the  mails  alone 
or  interstate  commerce,  of  which  the  carrying  of  the  mails 
is  a  part,  are  strong,  and  perhaps  ought  to  be  accepted  as 
convincing,  there  seems  to  be  no  precedent  for  so  holding, 
and  the  responsibility  of  making  a  precedent  need  not  now  be 
assumed. 

While,  however,  the  point  is  not  decided,  the  authorities 
on  the  subject  have  been  brought  forward  so  fully  because, 
in  part,  of  their  bearing  upon  the  question  now  to  be  con- 
sidered,— ^whether  or  not  the  injunction  was  authorized  by  the 
act  of  July  2, 1890.  It  was  under  that  act  that  the  order  was 
asked  and  was  granted ;  but  it  has  been  seriously  questioned 
in  this  proceeding,  as  well  as  by  an  eminent  judge  and  by 
lawyers  elsewhere,  whether  the  statute  is  by  its  terms  ap- 
plicable, or  consistently  with  constitutional  guaranties  can 
be  applied,  to  cases  like  this.  It  is  admitted  in  one  of  the 
briefs  for  the  defendants,  and  the  authorities  already  quoted 
clearly  demonstrate,  ^^  that  were  congress  to  declare  that  the 
United  States  might  maintain  a  bill  to  enjoin  the  obstruc- 
tion of  interstate  commerce  on  railroads  engaged  therein, 
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where  sach  obstructions  amounted  to  what,  on  a  public  high- 
way, would  be  a  public  nuisance,  such  legislation  would  be 
admissible."  Such  an  act,  not  going  beyond  the  scope  of 
equity  jurisdiction  in  England  at  the  time  when  the  federal 
constitution  was  adopted,  it  is  plain  would  not  be  obnoxious 
to  the  objection  that  it  was  an  invasion  of  the  field  of  crimi- 
nal law  which  involved  interference  with  the  right  of  trial 
by  jury.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  equity,  and  by 
implication  their  right  to  punish  for  contempt,  are  established 
by  the  constitution,  equally  with  the  right  of  trial  by  jury; 
and  so  long  as  there  is  no  attempt  to  extend  jurisdiction  over 
subjects  not  properly  cognizable  in  equity,  there  can  be  no 
ground  for  the  assertion  that  the  right  of  jury  trial  has  been 
taken  away  or  impaired.  The  same  act  may  constitute  a 
contempt  and  a  crime.  But  the  contempt  is  one  thing,  the 
crime  another;  and  the  punishment  for  one  is  not  a  dupli- 
[746]  cation  of  the  punishment  of  the  other.  The  contempt 
can  be  tried  and  punished  only  by  the  court,  while  the  charge 
of  crime  can  be  tried  only  by  a  jury. 

The  first  and  fourth  sections  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890 
(26  Stat.  209),  read  as  follows: 

Section  1:  '^Brery  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust,  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy.  In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  Illegal. 
Elvery  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such 
combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding 
five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or 
by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 

Section  4:  "The  several  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  are 
hereby  invested  with  Jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of 
this  act;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of 
the  United  States,  in  their  respective  districts,  under  tlie  direction  of 
the  attorney  general,  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and 
restrain  such  violations.  Such  proceedings  may  he  by  way  of  petition 
setting  forth  the  cause  and  praying  that  such  violation  shall  be  en- 
Joined  or  otherwise  prohibited.  When  the  parties  complained  of  sliall 
have  been  duly  notified  of  such  petition  the  court  shall  proceed,  as 
soon  as  may  be,  to  the  hearing  and  determination  of  the  case;  and 
pending  such  petition  and  before  final  decree,  the  court  may  at  any 
time  make  such  temporary  restraining  order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be 
deemed  Just  in  the  premises." 

It  is  not  contended  that  other  sections  bear  materially  upon 
the  construction  or  interpretation  of  these,  except  the  sixth, 
to  which  reference  will  be  made  further  along.  The  position 
of  the  defendants  in  respect  to  this  statute,  as  stated  in  one  of 
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the  briefs,  is  that  it "  is  directed  at  capital,"  "  at  dangers  very 
generally  supposed  to  result  from  vast  aggregations  of  capi- 
tal ;"  that  '^  the  evil  aimed  at  is  one  of  a  contractual  charac- 
ter, and  not  of  force  and  violence."  In  another  brief  it  is 
said  more  definitely : 

**  That,  sections  1  and  6  being  construed  together,  it  is  apparent  that 
the  statute  is  aimed  at  monopoly  of  trade  or  commerce  by  which  trade 
should  be  engrossed,  and  in  and  by  which  property  should  be  em- 
ployed and  secured,  but  that,  even  should  this  contention  be  denied, 
still  the  statute  does  not  confer  a  right  on  the  government  to  proceed 
under  the  direction  of  the  attorney  general  to  abate  a  public  nuisance 
existing  in  a  highway  of  interstate  commerce,  but  generally,  by 
section  4,  to  prevent  and  restrain,  by  injunction,  violations  of  a  penal 
statute.  It  is  thought,  therefore,  that,  as  held  by  Judge  Putnam  in 
v.  B.  V.  Patterson,  55  Fed.  (K)5,  this  act  is  Inapplicable;  but,  if  it  is, 
then  it  is  unconstitutional  as  an  attempt  to  enforce  a  penal  statute  in 
equity,  and  not  a  justifiable  authority  for  a  proceeding  familiar  to 
equity,  and,  under  congressional  authority,  admissible  in  the  federal 
courts  in  the  name  of  the  government" 

The  very  elaborate  arguments  presented  in  support  of  these 
propositions  are  the  same,  in  the  main,  as  were  made  and  re- 
ported at  length  in  the  case  referred  to  {U.S.  v.  Patterson)^ 
and  therefore  need  not  be  restated.  Reference  was  made  in 
that  case,  and  has  been  made  in  this,  to  the  debates  in  con- 
gress while  the  measure  was  under  consideration  in  that 
body;  and,  though  it  is  conceded  that  we  cannot  take  the 
views  or  purposes  expressed  in  debate  as  supplying  the  con- 
struction of  statutes,  it  is  said  we  may  gather  from  the  de- 
bates in  congress,  as  from  any  other  source,  "  the  history  of 
the  evil  which  the  legislation  was  intended  to  remedy." 
Doubtless,  that  is  often  [747]  true;  and  in  this  instance 
it  is  perhaps  apparent  that  the  original  measure,  as  pro- 
posed in  the  senate,  '^  was  directed  wholly  against  trusts,  and 
not  at  organizations  of  labor  in  any  form."  But  it  also  ap- 
pears that  before  the  bill  left  the  senate  its  title  had  been 
changed,  and  material  additions  made  to  the  text;  and  it  is 
worthy  of  note  that  a  proviso  to  the  effect  that  the  act 
should  not  be  construed  to  apply  "to  any  arrangements, 
agreements  or  combinations  made  between  laborers  with  a 
view  of  lessening  hours  of  labor  or  of  increasing  their  wages, 
nor  to  any  arrangements,  agreements  or  combinations  among 
persons  engaged  in  horticulture  or  agriculture  made  with 
the  view  of  enhancing  the  price  of  agricultural  or  horti- 
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cultural  products,"  was  not  adopted.  Such  an  amend- 
ment, doubtless,  was  not  necessary  in  order  to  exclude 
agreements  and  arrangements  of  the  kind  mentioned;  but 
the  offering  of  the  proposition  shows  that  the  possible  ap- 
plication of  the  statute  to  cases  not  in  the  nature  of  trusts 
or  monopolies,,  and  in  which  workmen  or  farmers  should  be 
concerned,  was  not  overlooked.  But  it  is  more  significant 
that,  upon  the  introduction  of  the  bill  into  the  house,  the 
chairman  of  the  judiciary  committee,  as  reported  in  the  C!on- 
gressional  Becord  (volume  21,  pt  5,  p.  4089),  made  the  fol- 
lowing statement: 

"Now,  just  what  oontracti,  what  combinations  in  the  form  of 
trusts,  or  what  conspiracies  will  be  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce^ 
mentioned  in  the  bill,  will  not  be  known  until  the  courts  have  con- 
strued and  interpreted  this  provision." 

It  is  therefore  the  privilege  and  duty  of  the  court,  uncon- 
trolled by  considerations  drawn  from  other  sources,  to  find 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  in  the  terms  of  its  provisions, 
interpreted  by  the  settled  rules  of  construction.  That  the 
original  design  to  suppress  trusts  and  monopolies  created  by 
contract  or  combination  in  the  form  of  trust,  which  of  course 
would  be  of  a  ^^contractual  character,"  was  adhered  to,  is 
clear;  but  it  is  equally  clear  that  a  further  and  more  com- 
prehensive purpose  came  to  be  entertained,  and  was  em- 
bodied in  the  final  form  of  the  enactment.  C!ombinations 
are  condemned,  not  only  when  they  take  the  form  of  trusts, 
but  in  whatever  form  found,  if  they  be  in  restraint  of  trade. 
That  is  the  effect  of  the  words  "  or  otherwise."  It  may  be 
that  those  words  should  be  deemed  to  include  only  forms  of 
like  character, — ^that  is  to  say,  some  form  of  contract  as 
distinguished  from  tort;  but,  if  that  be  so,  it  only  emphasizes 
and  makes  imperative  the  inference,  which  otherwise  it 
seems  to  me  would  be  sufficiently  clear,  that  the  word  "  con- 
spiracy "  should  be  interpreted  independently  of  the  preced- 
ing words.  It  is  hardly  to  be  believed  that  the  words  "  or 
otherwise  "  were  used  simply  for  the  purpose  of  giving  fuller 
scope  to  the  antecedent  words  ** contract"  and  "combina- 
tion," and  then  "conspiracy"  added  merely  for  the  same 
purpose.  Construed  literally,  the  terms  used  in  the  body  of 
this  act  forbid  all  contracts  or  combinations  in  restraint  of 
10870*»— 8.  Doc  111.  62-1.  vol  1 2S 
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trade  or  commerce;  but  that  construction  is  controlled  by 
the  title,  which  shows  that  only  unlawful  restraints  were 
intended.  But  what  constitutes  an  unlawful  restraint  is 
not  defined;  and,  under  the  familiar  rule  that  such  federal 
enactments  will  be  interpreted  by  the  light  of  the  common 
law,  I  have  no  doubt  but  that  this  [748]  statute,  in  so  far 
as  it  is  directed  against  contracts  or  combinations  in  the 
form  of  trusts,  or  in  any  form  of  a  "  contractual  character," 
should  be  limited  to  contracts  and  combinations  such,  in 
their  general  characteristics,  as  the  courts  have  declared 
imlawful.  But  to  put  any  such  limitation  upon  the  word 
'^conspiracy"  is  neither  necessary,  nor,  as  I  think,  permissible. 
To  do  so  would  deprive  the  word,  as  here  used,  of  all  signifi- 
cance. It  is  a  word  whose  meaning*  is  quite  as  well  established 
in  the  law  as  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  "in  restraint  of  trade," 
when  used — as  commonly,  if  not  universally,  that  phrase  has 
been  used — ^in  reference  to  contracts.  A  conspiracy,  to  be 
sure,  consists  in  an  agreement  to  do  something;  but  in  the 
sense  of  the  law,  and  therefore  in  the  sense  of  this  statute, 
it  must  be  an  agreement  between  two  or  more  to  do,  by  con- 
certed action,  something  criminal  or  unlawful,  or,  it  may  be, 
to  do  something  lawful  by  criminal  or  unlawful  means.  A 
conspiracy,  therefore,  is  in  itself  unlawful,  and,  in  so  far  as 
this  statute  is  directed  against  conspiracies  in  restraint  of 
trade  among  the  several  states,  it  is  not  necessary  to  look  for 
the  illegality  of  the  offense  in  the  kind  of  restraint  proposed; 
and,  since  it  would  be  unnecessary,  it  would  be  illogical, 
to  conclude  that  only  conspiracies  which  are  founded  upon, 
or  are  intended  to  be  accomplished  by  means  of,  contract  or 
combinations  in  restraint  of  trade,  are  within  the  purview 
of  the  act.  It  would  be  to  make  tautologous  words  which 
have  distinctly  different  meanings,  and  to  deprive  the  statute, 
in  a  large  measure,  of  its  just  and  needful  scope.  Any  pro- 
posed restraint  of  trade,  though  it  be  in  itself  innocent,  if 
it  is  to  be  accomplished  by  conspiracy,  is  unlawful.  A  dis- 
tinction has  been  suggested  between  die  phrase  "  in  restraint 
of  trade  "  and  the  phrases  "  to  injure  trade  "  and  "  to  restrain 
trade."  Though  perceptible,  the  distinction  does  not  seem 
to  me  so  significant  that  the  use  of  one  expression  rather  than 
the  other  should  vary  the  interpretation  of  this  statute.    Any 
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contract,  combination,  or  conspiracy,  to  be  ^  in  restraint  of 
trade,"  must  involve  the  use  of  means  of  which  the  effect 
is  ^  to  injure  "  or  ^  to  restrain  "  trade^  A  contract,  combina- 
tion, or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  is  therefore  a  con- 
tract, combination,  or  coaspiracy  to  restrain  or  to  injure  trade. 
It  would  not,  I  suppose,  be  enough,  in  an  indictment,  to 
charge  conspiracy  in  restraint  .of  trade  in  the  language  of  the 
statute,  but  it  would  be  necessary,  unless  the  proposed  re- 
straint be  shown  to  be  in  itself  unlawful,  to  allege  the  illegal 
means  intended  to  be  used  in  order  to  effect  the  restraint; 
and  whether  the  means  should  be  averred  to  have  been  used 
"  in  restraint  of  ^  or  "  to  restrain  "  trade  could  hardly  be 
important  There  are  many  cases,  doubtless,  in  which  the 
rule  that  every  word  of  a  statute  should  be  given  effect  is 
inapplicable,  because,  when  synonymous  words  are  used,  the 
court  is  powerless  to  give  tiiem  different  meanings;  but. 
when  words  of  different  significance  are  employed,  the  rule 
forbids  that  the  scope  of  the  statute  be  compressed  within 
the  limits  of  the  narrower  word.  ^^ Drinking  house"  and 
^^  tippling  house  "  are  necessarily  one,  and  it  was  well  held 
in  Beg.  v.  McGuUey^  2  Moody,  Cr.  Cas.  34,  that  "  ram,  ewe, 
sheep,  and  lamb  "  were  all  covered  by  the  word  ^'  sheep  " ; 
but,  if  the  words  had  been  **  ram,  ewe,  or  sheep,"  it  would 
have  been  a  plain  violation  of  the  rule  to  reject  [749]  the 
comprehensive  word  "  sheep,"  and  say  that  lambs  or  wether? 
were  not  included.  Bice  v.  Bailroad  Go.^  1  Black,  379; 
Gelpcke  v.  Gity  of  Dubuque j  1  Wall.  220 ;  Fau  v.  MarsteUer, 
2  Cranch,  10;  Adams  v.  Wooda^  Id.  837;  U.  S.  v.  Goomba^  12 
Pet.  72;  MaiUard  v.  Lawrence^  16  How.  251;  Market  Go.  v. 
Eoffman,  101  U.  S.  115;  Thomley  v.  U.  8.,  113  U.  S.  813,  5 
Sup.  Ct  491.  And  it  is  no  more  legitimate  here  to  reject  the 
word  "  conspiracy,"  or,  what  is  practically  the  same  thing, 
strip  it  of  its  well-settled  criminal  significance  by  confining  it 
within  forms  of  contract  or  of  combinations  in  the  form  of 
trusts.  For  like  reasons  I  am  unable  to  regard  the  word  ^^com- 
meroe,"  in  this  statute,  as  synonymous  with  ^  trade,"  as  used 
in  the  conmion-law  phrase  ^^  restraint  of  trade."  In  its  general 
sense,  trade  comprehends  every  species  of  exchange  or  deal- 
ing, but  its  chief  use  is  '^  to  denote  the  barter  or  purchaf^  snd 
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sale  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  either  by  wholesale 
or  retail,"  and  so  it  is  used  in  the  phrase  mentioned.  But 
^^  conmierce  "  is  a  broader  term.  It  is  the  word  in  that  clause 
of  the  constitution  by  which  power  is  conferred  on  congress 
''  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations,  and  among  the 
several  states,  and  with  the  Indian  tribes."  Const  U.  S. 
art  1,  §  8.  In  a  broader  and.  more  distinct  exercise  of  that 
power  than  ever  before  asserted,  congress  passed  the  enact- 
ments of  1887  and  1888  known  as  the  '^  Interstate  Commerce 
Law."  The  present  statute  is  another  exercise  of  that  con- 
stitutional power,  and  the  word  ^^  commerce,"  as  used  in  this 
statute,  as  it  seems  to  me,  need  not  and  should  not  be  given 
a  meaning  more  restricted  than  it  has  in  the  constitution. 
That  meaning  has  often  been  defined  by  the  supreme  court. 
Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  9  Wheat  195,  197;  Oilman  v.  PhUa- 
delphia,  3  Wall.  718;  The  Daniel  Ball,  10  Wall.  667;  The 
Case  of  the  State  Freight  Tax,  15  Wall.  282,  275;  Penaacola 
TeL.  Co.  V.  W.  U.  Tel.  Co.,  96  U.  S.  1 ;  Kx  parte  Siebold,  100 
U.  S.  871,  895;  County  of  Mobile  v.  KimbaU,  102  U.  S.  691; 
Wabash,  etc.,  Ry.  Co.  v.  Illinois,  118  U.  S.  569,  7  Sup.  Ct. 
4;  Cherokee  Nation  v.  Southern  Kansas  Ry.  Co.,  185  U.  S- 
641,  657,  10  Sup.  Ct  965.  I  quote  passages  which  will 
serve  incidentally  to  dispose  of  a  number  of  points  raised  in 
the  course  of  the  argument,  without  referring  to  them  more 
directly : 

**  The  power  of  congress,"  said  Chief  Justice  MarshaU,  in  Qibhom 
y.  Ogden,  in  1824,  when  railroads  were  nnl^nown,  "  comprehends  nayl- 
gation  within  the  limits  of  every  state  in  the  Union,  so  far  as  that 
nayigation  may  be,  in  any  manner,  connected  with  'commerce  with 
foreign  nations,  or  among  the  several  states,  or  with  the  Indian 
tribes.' " 

In  GUman  v.  Philadelphia  it  is  said : 

••  The  power  to  regulate  commerce  comprehends  the  control  for  that 
purpose,  and  to  the  extent  necessary,  of  aU  the  navigable  waters  of 
the  United  States  which  are  accessible  from  a  state  other  than  those 
in  which  they  He.  For  this  purpose  they  are  the  public  property  of 
the  nation,  and  subject  to  all  the  requisite  legislation  of  congress. 
This  necessarily  includes  the  power  to  keep  them  open  and  free  from 
any  obstruction  to  their  navigation,  imposed  by  the  states  or  other- 
wise. *  *  *  It  is  for  congress  to  determine  when  its  fuU  power 
s))all  be  brought  into  activity,  and  as  to  the  regulations  and  sanctions 
which  shall  be  provided." 

In  the  case  of  The  Daniel  Ball,  a  steamer  employed  on 
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Grand  river  between  Grand  Bapids  and  Grand  Haven,  Mich., 
Justice  Field,  speaking  for  the  court,  said : 

[760]  "  So  far  as  the  steamer  was  employed  in  transporting  goods 
destined  for  other  states,  or  goods  brought  from  without  the  limits 
of  Michigan  and  destined  to  places  within  that  state,  she  was  engaged 
in  commerce  between  the  states;  and,  however  limited  that  com- 
merce may  have  been,  she  was,  so  far  as  it  went,  subject  to  the  legisla- 
tion of  congress.  She  was  employed  as  an  instrument  of  that  com- 
merce; for,  whenever  a  commodity  has  begun  to  move  as  an  article 
of  trade  from  one  state  to  another,  commerce  in  that  commodity 
between  the  states  has  commenced.  The  fact  that  several  different 
and  independent  agencies  are  employed  in  transporting  the  com- 
modity, some  acting  entirely  in  one  state,  and  some  acting  through 
two  or  more  states,  does  in  no  respect  affect  the  character  of  the  trans- 
action. To  the  extent  in  which  each  agency  acts  in  that  transporta- 
tion. It  is  subject  to  the  regulation  of  congress.'* 

In  the  State  Freight  Tax  Case^  Justice  Strong  said : 

**  Beyond  aU  question,  the  transportation  of  freight  or  of  the  sub- 
jects of  commerce,  for  the  purpose  of  exchange  or  sale,  is  a  con- 
stituent of  commerce  itself.  This  has  never  been  doubted,  and  prob- 
ably the  transportation  of  articles  of  trade  from  one  state  to  another 
was  the  prominent  idea  in  the  minds  of  the  framers  of  the  consti- 
tution when  to  congress  was  committed  the  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce among  the  several  states.  A  power  to  prevent  embarrassing 
restrictions  by  a  state  was  the  thing  desired.  The  power  was  given 
by  the  same  words,  and  in  the  same  clause,  by  which  was  conferred 
power  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations.  It  would  be 
absurd  to  suppose  that  the  transmission  of  the  subjects  of  trade  from 
the  state  to  the  buyer,  or  from  the  place  of  production  to  the  market, 
was  not  contemplated,  for  without  that  there  could  be  no  consummated 
trade  either  with  foreign  nations  or  among  the  states.  In  his  work 
on  the  constitution  (section  1057),  Judge  Story  asserts  that  the  sense 
in  which  the  word  'commerce'  is  used  in  that  instrument  includes 
not  only  traffic,  but  Intercourse  and  navigation ;  and  in  the  Passenger 
Gases,  7  How.  416,  it  was  said:  'Commerce  consists  in  selling  the 
superfluity;  in  purchasing  articles  of  necessity,  as  well  produc- 
tions as  manufactures;  in  buying  from  one  nation  and  selling  to 
another;  or  in  transporting  the  merchandise  from  the  seller  to  the 
buyer  to  gain  the  freight'  Nor  does  it  make  any  difference  whether 
this  interchange  of  commodities  is  by  land  or  by  water.  In  either 
case,  the  bringing  of  the  goods  from  the  seller  to  the  buyer  Is 
commerce." 

In  Penaacola  Tel.  Co.  v.  W.  U.  Tel  Co.,  Mr,  Chief  Justice 
Waite,  speaking  for  the  court,  after  reciting  the  provisions 
of  the  constitution,  says: 

"  The  powers  thus  granted  are  not  confined  to  the  instrumentalities 
of  commerce,  or  the  postal  service  known  or  in  use  when  the  consti- 
tution was  adopted,  but  they  keep  pace  with  the  progress  of  the 
country,  and  adapt  themselves  to  the  new  developments  of  time  and 
circumstances.  They  extend  from  the  horse  with  its  rider  to  the  stage- 
coach, from  the  sailing  vessel  to  the  steamboat,  from  the  coach  and 
the  steamboat  to  the  railroad,  and  from  the  railroad  to  the  telegraph, 
as  these  new  agencies  are  successively  brought  into  use  to  meet  the 
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demands  of  increasing  population  and  wealtli.  They  were  Intended 
(or  the  goyemment  of  the  business  to  which  they  relate,  at  all  times 
and  under  all  circumstances.  As  they  were  intrusted  to  the  general 
government  for  the  good  of  the  nation,  it  is  not  only  the  right,  but  the 
duty,  of  congress  to  see  to  it  that  Intercourse  among  the  states  and 
the  transmission  of  intelligence  are  not  obstructed  or  unnecessarily 
hindered  by  state  legislation." 

In  County  of  Mobile  v.  Kimhdlly  in  reference  to  the  power 
of  congress  over  the  subject,  it  is  said : 

*'  That  power  is  indeed  without  limitation.  It  authorizes  congress 
to  prescribe  the  conditions  upon  which  commerce  in  all  its  forms 
shall  be  conducted  between  our  citizens  and  the  citizens  or  sub- 
jects of  other  countries,  and  between  the  citizens  of  the  several  states, 
and  to  adopt  measures  to  promote  its  growth  and  insure  its  safety/' 

[751]  In  Wdbashy  etc.^  Ry.  Co.  v.  lUinoiSj  Justice  Miller, 
in  the  course  of  an  exhaustive  discussion,  says: 

*'  It  cannot  be  too  strongly  insisted  upon  that  the  right  of  continued 
transportation  from  one  end  of  the  country  to  the  other  is  essential 
in  modem  times  to  that  freedom  of  commerce  from  the  restraints  which 
the  state  might  choose  to  Impose  upon  it,  that  the  commerce  clause 
was  intended  to  secure.  This  clause,  giving  to  congress  the  power 
to  regulate  conunerce  among  the  states  and  with  foreign  nations, 
as  this  court  has  said  before,  was  among  the  most  important  of  the 
subjects  which  prompted  the  formation  of  the  constitution  (Cook  ▼. 
Pennsylvania,  d7  U.  S.  566,  574 ;  Brown  v.  Maryland,  12  Wheat  419, 
446) ;  and  it  would  be  a  very  feeble  and  almost  useless  provision, 
but  poorly  adapted  to  secure  the  entire  freedom  of  commerce  among 
the  states  which  was  deemed  essential  to  a  more  perfect  union  by 
the  framers  of  the  constitution,  if,  at  every  stage  of  the  transporta- 
tion of  goods  and  chattels  through  the  country,  the  state  within 
whose  limits  a  part  of  this  transportation  must  be  done  could  impose 
regulations  concerning  the  price,  compensation,  or  taxation,  or  any 
other  restrictive  regulation  Interfering  with  and  seriously  embar- 
rassing this  commerce." 

Speaking  by  the  same  judge,  in  Ex  parte  Siebold,  the 

court  had  said : 

'*We  hold  it  to  be  an  incontrovertible  principle  that  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States  may,  by  means  of  physical  force  exercised 
through  its  official  agents,  execute  on  every  foot  of  American  soil 
the  powers  and  functions  that  belong  to  it  This  necessarily  in- 
volves the  power  to  command  obedience  to  its  laws,  and  hence  the 
power  to  keep  the  peace  to  that  extent  This  power  to  enforce  its 
laws  and  to  exercise  its  functions  in  all  places  does  not  derogate 
from  the  power  of  the  state  to  execute  its  laws  at  the  same  time  and 
in  the  same  places.  The  one  does  not  exclude  the  other,  except  where 
both  cannot  be  executed  at  tlie  same  time.  In  that  case,  the  words  of 
the  constitution  itself  show  which  is  to  yield :  *  This  constitution  and 
all  laws  which  shall  be  made  in  pursuance  thereof  •  •  •  ghall  be 
the  supreme  law  of  the  land.'  •  •  •  The  government  must  exe- 
cute its  powers,  or  it  is  no  government  It  must  execute  them  on  the 
land  as  well  as  on  the  sea ;  on  things  as  weU  as  on  persons." 
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In  Cherokee  Nation  v.  Southern  Kan.  By.  Oo.^  the  court, 
speaking  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  says: 

**  Congress  has  power  to  regulate  commerce,  not  only  with  foreign 
nations  and  among  the  seyeral  states,  but  with  the  Indian  tribes. 
It  is  not  necessary  that  an  act  of  congress  should  express  in  words 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  passed.  The  court  wiU  determine  for 
Itself  whether  the  means  employed  by  congress  have  any  relation  to 
the  powers  granted  by  the  constitution.  *  •  •  The  question  is  no 
longer  an  open  one,  whether  a  railroad  is  a  public  highway,  estab- 
lished primarily  for  the  convenience  of  the  people,  and  to  subserve 
public  ends,  and  therefore  subject  to  governmental  control  and  regu- 
lation." 

These  definitions  and  expositions  of  the  scope  and  law  of 
interstate  commerce,  except  the  last,  preceded  the  enactments 
by  congress  on  the  subject.  It  was  therefore  of  commerce 
so  defined,  embracing  all  instrumentalities  and  subjects  of 
transportation  among  the  states,  that  congress,  by  that  leg- 
islation, assumed  the  control;  and  I  see  no  reason  for 
thinking  that  as  employed  in  the  act  of  1890,  which  is  essen- 
tially supplemental  of  the  other  acts,  the  word  was  intended 
to  be  less  comprehensive.  It  has  been  decided  in  a  num- 
ber of  cases  in  the  circuit  courts,  and  in  one  instance  by  a 
circuit  court  of  appeals,  that  this  act  cannot  be  applied  to 
trusts  or  monopolies  in  the  manufacture  or  production  of 
articles  of  commerce.  For  instance,  in  Greeners  Gaae^  62 
Fed.  [762]  104,  Justice  Jackson  held  that  congress  had  not 
the  constitutional  power,  and  by  this  act  had  not  attempted, 
to  limit  the  right  of  a  corporation,  created  by  a  state,  in  the 
acquisition,  control,  and  disposition  of  property  in  the  sev- 
eral states,  even  if  carried  to  the  extent  necessary  for  the 
control  of  traflSc  in  a  species  of  property  among  the  several 
states.  To  the  same  effect  was  the  ruling  in  U.  S.  v.  Knight^ 
which  was  affirmed  by  the  United  States  circuit  court  of 
appeals  for  the  Third  circuit.  60  Fed,  306;  Id.,  60  Fed, 
934,  9  C.  C.  A.  297.  This  case  is  pending  on  appeal  in  the 
supreme  court*  See,  also,  Dueber  Watch-Case  Manufg  Co. 
V.  E.  Howard  Watch  &  Clock  Co.^  55  Fed.  851.  If  these 
decisions  are  right  (a  point  upon  which  I  express  no  opin- 
ion), it  follows  that  the  act  in  question  has  relation  only  to 
commodities,  and  possibly  to  persons,  in  the  course  of  move- 

•  Afflrmed,  15  Soik  Gt  24a 
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ment  among  the  states,  and  to  the  agendas  or  means  of 
transportation ;  and  if,  as  is  contended,  and  as  seems  to  have 
been  decided  in  V.  S.  v.  Patterson^  supra^  it  covers  cmly  con- 
tracts, combinations,  or  conspiracies  ^^  intended  to  engross 
or  monopolize  the  market,"  it  is  an  act  of  very  narrow  scope. 
Why  should  it  not  be  construed  to  embrace  all  conspiracies 
which  shall  be  contrived  with  intent,  or  of  which  the  neces- 
sary or  probable  effect  shall  be,  to  restrain,  hinder,  inter- 
rupt, or  destroy  interstate  conmierce? 

The  argument  to  the  contrary,  drawn  from  the  sixth  sec- 
tion of  the  act,  is  not  controlling,  nor,  as  it  seems  to  me,  even 
strongly  persuasive.  That  section  provides  for  the  forfei- 
ture of  "  any  property  owned  under  any  contract  or  by  any 
combination,  or  pursuant  to  any  conspiracy  (and  being  the 
subject  thereof)  mentioned  in  this  act,  and  being  in  the  course 
of  transportation  from  one  state  to  another,  or  to  a  foreign 
coxmtry'';  but  it  does  not  say  nor  imply  that  only  cases, 
whether  of  contract  or  combination  or  conspiracy,  in  which 
property  shall  be  found  subject  to  forfeiture,  shall  be  deemed 
to  come  within  the  scope  of  the  act  The  force  of  the  section 
is  the  same,  I  think,  as  if  it  read :  ^^  If  in  any  case  there  shall 
be  found  any  property  owned,"  etc.,  "  it  shall  be  forfeited," 
etc. ;  and  so  read  it  neither  expresses  nor  implies  any  limita- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  other  sections. 

At  this  point  is  interposed  the  constitutional  objection 
which,  it  is  urged,  forbids  a  construction  that  goes  beyond 
trusts  and  monopolies  to  include  conspiracies  to  employ  force 
or  violence  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce.  The  argument 
was  employed  and  amplified  in  the  Patterson  Casey  56  Fed. 
605,  629-682.  It  was  contended  there  "  that  if  two  or  more 
persons  commit  an  act  of  murder,  robbery,  forgery,  shop- 
breaking, store-burning,  champerty,  or  maintenance,  which 
in  fact  has  a  natural,  though  unintended,  result  of  interfer- 
ence with  interstate  commerce,  they  are  liable  criminally  for 
a  conspiracy  to  interfere  with  interstate  commerce,  if  the  stat- 
ute broadly  covers  conspiracy  merely  to  interfere  with  it." 
This  proposition  is  built  on  the  assumption — ^which  I  believe 
is  supported  neither  by  authority  nor  reason — ^that  co-con- 
spirators are  responsible  as  conspirators  for  the  natural, 
though  unintended,  results  of  the  commission  or  attempt  by 
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one  of  them  to  commit  the  particular  offense  [768]  origi- 
nally agreed  upon  or  intended.  It  is  a  fundamental  and  es- 
sential principle  of  law,  and  of  social  order,  that  all  engaged 
in  the  conmiission  of  a  particular  crime,  whether  as  counselors, 
aiders,  abettors,  or  otherwise,  are  individually  responsible 
criminally  for  other  offenses  which  result  naturally  from  the 
commission  or  attempt  to  commit  the  crime  intended ;  but  as 
agreement  and  intent  are  of  the  essence  of  a  conspiracy,  a 
conspiracy  to  commit  a  particular  offense  can  hardly  be 
deemed  to  include  another  conspiracy  to  commit  another  of- 
fense, unless  the  latter  was  the  necessary  result  ot  the  com- 
mission or  attempt  to  commit  the  crime  intended,  or  to  such 
a  degree  the  probable  result  that  it  could  itself  be  charged  in 
the  indictment  to  have  been  intended.  But  if  it  were  possi- 
ble, by  a  course  of  technical  reasoning  and  refinement,  to 
extend  the  law  of  conspiracy  to  all  crimes  known  to  the  law 
where  two  or  more  persons  are  implicated,  it  would,  as  Judgd 
Putnam  held,  not  involve  the  constitutionality  of  this  act, 
which  is  limited  to  the  field  of  interstate  commerce,  where  the 
power  of  congress  is  unrestricted  and  supreme. 

The  question  here,  however,  is  of  the  validity  of  the  fourth, 
rather  than  of  the  first,  section  of  the  act.  It  is  urged  that 
the  power  given  by  that  section  "to  prevent  and  restrain 
violations  "  of  the  act  is  an  unwarranted  invasion  of  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury,  and  in  support  of  the  proposition  are  cited 
futerbaugh  v.  Smithy  131  111.  199,  23  N.  E.  428;  Carleton  v. 
Rugg^  149  Mass.  550-557,  22  N.  E.  55;  Littleton  v.  Fritz^  65 
Iowa,  488,  22  N.  W.  641 ;  Eilenbecker  v.  Plymouth  Co.^  134 
U.  S.  31,  10  Sup.  Ct.  424;  Scott  v.  N^ely,  140  U.  S.  106,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  712;  Pearson  v.  Yewdall^  95  U.  S.  294;  Boyd  v. 
U.  S.J  116  U.  S.  616-634,  6  Sup.  Ct  524;  Counadman  v. 
Hitchcock,  142  U.  S.  547-582, 12  Sup.  a.  195. 

Little  need  be  added  to  what  has  already  been  said  upon 
that  subject  The  same  act  may  be  a  crime  and  a  contempt  of 
court.  If  an  assault  or  murder  be  committed  in  the  presence 
of  a  court,  the  offender  will  be  punishable  both  for  the  crime 
and  for  the  contempt,  and  so  with  any  other  act  committed 
in  violation  both  of  a  criminal  statute  and  of  an  injimction 
or  order  of  court.  Within  the  proper  subjects  of  equitable 
cognizance,  as  established  when  the  constitution  was  adopted. 
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it  was  competent  for  congress  to  vest  the  courts  with  the  juris- 
diction granted  by  this  section,  and  to  impose  upon  them  the 
duty  of  its  exercise  in  proper  cases.  Just  as,  in  construing 
the  first  section  of  the  act,  its  general  words  are  limited  by 
force  of  the  title  to  unlawful  restraint,  and  the  words  "  in 
restraint  of  trade,"  in  their  connection  with  the  words  "  con- 
tract "  and  '^  combination,"  are  to  be  given  their  common- 
law  significance,  so  the  jurisdiction  in  equity,  though  given 
in  broad  and  general  terms,  will  be  deemed  to  be  limited  so 
as  not  to  extend  to  a  case  which  is  not  of  equitable  cognizance. 
Indeed,  if  the  sixth  section  of  the  act  may  legitimately  be 
used  in  aid  of  the  construction  of  the  first  section,  the  fourth 
section  warrants,  if  it  does  not  require,  that  the  first  section  be 
restricted  to  cases  in  which,  in  accordance  with  established 
precedent,  bji  injimction  could  issue, — a  limitation  which 
would  not  be  essentially  uncertain  or  of  difficult  application, 
[754]  and  which,  if  necessary  to  the  upholding  of  the 
statute,  might  well  be  adopted. 

That  this  case  is  one  of  equitable  character  is  dear,  and, 
as  I  understand,  has  not  been  questioned  by  counsel;  their 
contention  being  that  neither  by  this  statute,  nor  upon  gen- 
eral principles,  is  the  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
federal  court.  Excepting  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Patterson, 
I  know  of  no  ruling  inconsistent  with  the  jurisdiction  here 
exercised.  The  case  of  U.  S.  y.  Trans-Missouri  Freight 
Ass%  68  Fed.  440;  Id.,  7  C.  C.  A.  15,  68  Fed.  68,— had 
.reference  to  a  contract  between  railroads,  which  was  alleged 
to  have  been  made  in  violation  of  the  act,  but  was  held  to 
be  not  unlawful.  In  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Workingmen^s 
Amalgamated  Council  of  New  Orleans,  64  Fed.  994,  the 
late  Judge  Billings,  under  this  statute,  granted  an  injunc- 
tion upon  facts  which  made  the  question  of  jurisdiction 
the  same  as  it  is  here,  and  in  respect  to  that  question  his 
ruling  and  opinion  were  distinctly  approved  by  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  for  the  Fifth  circuit  (6  C.  C.  A.  268,  67 
Fed.  85).    The  court  said: 

••  The  appellants  assign  as  error  the  overruling  by  the  circuit  court 
of  each  of  the  grounds  of  objection  urged  in  that  court  against  the 
granting  of  said  Injunction.  These  are  well  summarized,  discussed, 
and  disposed  of  In  the  very  able  opinions  of  the  judge  of  the  circuit 
court  who  passed  the  decree  now  sought  to  be  reversed.    The  mat- 
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ten  of  law  presented  to  and  considered  by  him  were  not  well  taken 
1^  the  appellants  (respondents  below)  and  the  circuit  conrfs  ruling 
to  that  effect  was  correct  The  bill  exhibited  is  clearly  within  the 
statute,  and  the  pleadings  of  the  respondents  were  not  such  as  to 
require  the  refusal  of  the  prayer  for  a  temporary  injunction." 

See,  also,  the  opinion  of  Judge  Speer  in  Waterhouse  v. 
Oomer,  65  Fed.  U9. 

In  ilie  Case  of  Phelan^  62  Fed.  803,  who  was  charged 
with  contempt  of  the  United  States  circuit  court  at  Cin- 
cinnati, growing  out  of  the  strike  of  last  summer,  and  in- 
volving facts  essentially  identical  with  the  facts  of  this 
case,  Judge  Taft  declared  the  combination  to  be  ^^  in  the 
teeth  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,"  and  after  quoting  from  the 
act,  and  referring  to  the  rulings  of  other  judges  iii  accord 
with  his  own  view,  said : 

"A  different  view  has  been  taken  by  Judge  Putnam  in  the  case 
of  U.  8,  V.  Patterson,  55  Fed.  605;  but  after  consideration,  Judge 
Lurton  and  I  cannot  concur  with  the  reasoning  of  that  learned 
judga  The  fact  that  it  was  the  purpose  of  Debs,  Phelan,  and  their 
associates  to  paralyze  the  interstate  commerce  of  this  country  is 
shown  conclusively  in  this  case,  and  Is  known  of  all  men.  Therefore, 
their  combination  was  for  an  unlawful  purpose,  and  is  a  conspiracy, 
within  the  statute  cited." 

In  the  recent  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Elliott^  64  Fed.  27,  Judge 
Philips  declares  similar  views. 

The  facts  of  this  case  suggest  illustrations  of  the  impro- 
priety as  well  as  inconsistency  of  putting  upon  the  statute 
the  restrictive  construction  proposed.  If,  for  example,  the 
manufacturers  of  other  sleeping  cars,  in  their  own  interest, 
should  enlist  the  brakemen  and  switchmen  or  other  em- 
ployes of  the  railroads,  either  individually  or  in  associated 
bodies,  in  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  or  restrain  the  use  of 
Pullman  sleepers,  by  refusing  to  move  them,  by  secretly 
tmcoupling,  or  by  other  elusive  means,  the  monopolistic  char- 
acter of  [765]  the  conspiracy  would  be  so  evident  that,  even 
on  the  theory  that  the  statute  is  aimed  at  contracts  or  com- 
binations intended  to  engross  or  monopolize  the  market,  it 
would  be  agreed  that  the  offense  ought  to  be  punishable.  But 
in  such  a  case  if  the  officers  or  agents  of  the  car  companies, 
who  might  or  might  not  be  capitalists,  would  be  individually 
responsible  for  violating  the  statute,  upon  what  principle 
could  the  brakeman  or  switchman  be  exempt?  Can  working- 
men,  or,  if  you  will,  poor  men,  acting  by  themselves,  upon 
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their  own  motion  and  for  their  own  purposes,  whether  avowed 
or  secret,  do  things  forbidden  by  the  statute  without  criminal 
responsibility,  and  yet  be  criminally  responsible  for  the 
same  things  done  at  the  instance  and  to  promote  the  pur- 
poses of  others?  Or  will  it  be  said  that  under  this  statute 
one  who  is  not  a  capitalist  may,  without  criminality,  assist 
capitalists  in  the  doing  of  things  which  on  their  part  are 
criminal?  If  that  be  so,  then,  if  a  capitalist  and  one  who 
is  not  a  capitalist  join  in  doing  things  forbidden  by  this 
statute,  neither  can  be  punished,  because  one  alone  cannot 
be  guilty  of  conspiracy.  The  persistent  effort  of  the  de- 
fendants, as  the  proof  shows,  was  to  force  the  railroad  com- 
panies— ^the  largest  capitalists  of  the  country — to  co-operate, 
or  at  least  to  acquiesce,  in  a  scheme  to  stop  the  use  of  Pull- 
man sleepers;  and  for  a  time  they  had  the  agreement  of  a 
manager  and  other  officers  of  one  road  to  quit  the  use  of 
the  obnoxious  cars,  and  perhaps  a  qualified  submission  of 
the  officers  of  another  road  or  two  to  the  same  dictation: 
Does  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  defendants  of  the  charge 
of  conspiracy,  under  this  statute,  depend  on  the  proof 
there  may  be  of  their  success  in  drawing  to  the  support 
of  their  design  those  who  may  be  called  capitalists,  or  does 
it  depend  upon  the  character  of  the  design  itself,  and  upon 
what  has  been  done  towards  its  accomplishment  by  them- 
selves and  by  those  in  voluntary  co-operation  with  them, 
from  whatever  employment  or  walk  in  life? 

I  have  not  failed,  I  think,  to  appreciate  the  just  force  of 
the  argument  to  the  contrary  of  my  opinion, — ^it  has  soro**' 
times  entangled  me  in  doubt, — ^but  my  conclusion  is  dear 
that,  under  the  act  of  1890,  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the 
case  presented  in  the  application,  and  that  the  injimction 
granted  was  not  without  authority  of  law,  nor  for  any  reason 
invalid. 

This  brings  me  to  the  question  of  fact:  Did  the  defendants 
violate  the  injunction?  The  evidence  upon  the  question  is 
voluminous,  but  need  not  be  reviewed  in  detail.  The  injunc- 
tion issued  July  2d,  and  on  the  8d  and  4th  was  served  upon 
the  defendants  Debs,  Howard,  Rogers,  and  Keliher.  It  was 
not  served  upon  the  other  defendants,  and  in  one  of  the 
briefs  it  is  contended  that  only  parties  to  a  bill  can  be  charged 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


UNITED  STATES  V.  DEBS.  868 

Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

ynth  violating  an  injunction ;  that  while  strangers  to  a  suit  in 
chancery  may  be  liable  for  willful  interference,  their  cases 
stand  upon  the  same  footing  as  ordinary  criminal  contempts, 
and  their  answers  are  conclusive.  Authorities  cited :  Watson 
v.  FvUer^  9  How.  Pr.  426;  Kip  v.  Deniston^  4  Johns.  24; 
Boyd  V.  State,  19  Neb.  128,  26  N.  W.  925;  L<yrd  Eldon'% 
Opinion,  7  Ves.  267-259;  State  v.  Anderson,  6  Kan.  90, 114; 
EUiott  V.  Osborne,  1  Cal.  896;  Jewett  v.  Bowman,  27  N.  J. 
Eq.  171;  [766]  Goddington  v.  Wehh,  4  Sandf.  639.  In 
another  brief  the  weight  of  authority  is  conceded  to  be  that 
one  who  has  actual  notice  of  an  injunction  is  boimd  by  it. 
Kapalje,  Contempt,  46;  Swing  v.  Johnson,  34  How.  Pr. 
202;  Waifle  v.  Vanderheyden,  8  Paige  45.  I  know  of  no 
authority  and  perceive  no  reason  for  treating  the  answer  of 
a  stranger  to  the  bill  as  conclusive,  while  the  answer  of  a 
party  to  the  bill  is  not  conclusive. 

The  testimony  of  newspaper  reporters  shows  that  on  July 
4th  Debs  said  to  one  of  them : 

"  I  have  done  nothing  unlawfal.  I  have  kept  myself  strictly  wlthlii 
the  provisions  of  Judge  Caldwell's  decision,  *  •  *  and  I  shan't 
change  my  oonrse  of  conduct  In  any  way  by  reason  of  the  service  of 
this  injunction." 

Again,  on  the  7th,  that: 

'*  There  had  been  another  Injnnctlou  served  upon  him,  and  It  should 
not  make  the  slightest  difference  In  the  manner  In  which  the  American 
Railway  Union  was  doing  Its  business ;  It  had  kept  within  the  bounds 
of  the  law." 

To  another,  on  July  2d,  he  had  said,  in  substance — 

'*  That  he  was  not  afraid  of  any  court  or  grand  Jury,  or  of  any  In- 
junction as  he  had  done  nothing  to  be  enjoined  against,  and  that  the 
American  Railway  Union  would  continue  the  fight  on  the  same  lines 
they  had  commenced." 

July  8d  the  defendant  Bums,  who,  it  should  be  observed, 
in  responding  jointly  with  his  codefendants  Hogan  and 
others  to  interrogatories,  had  asserted  that  they  were  not 
informed  of  the  injunction  until  near  the  end  of  the  strike, 
in  answer  to  the  inquiry  of  the  reporter  what  they  should  do 
about  it,  said : 

"Why,  they  would  simply  laugh  at  the  Injunction;  that  the  Rail- 
way Union  knew  Its  rights ;  that  they  had  not  done  anything  wrong, — 
had  not  interfered  with  interstate  commerce  or  mails  or  passengers ; 
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that  fhey  bad  simply  called  off  their  men ;  that  they  bad  not  done  any- 
thing contrary  to  the  injunction;  that  they  had  a  right  to  strike 
peaceably." 

These  declarations  are  not  brought  forward  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  the  defendants  held  or  expressed  senti- 
ments of  contempt  for  the  order  of  the  court.  Whether  they 
did  or  not  is  immaterial  here.  Their  conduct  only  is  in  ques- 
tion, and  these  expressions  are  quoted  because  they  confirm 
the  inference  deducible  from  other  evidence,  that  no  essential 
and  voluntary  modification  of  their  course  of  action  either 
followed  or  was  caused  by  the  injunction.  Their  original 
intention,  it  is  true,  was  only  to  prevent  the  use  of  Pullman 
cars,  but  finding,  as  they  did,  inunediately,  that  that  aim 
would  be  thwarted  by  the  discharge  from  service  of  men  who 
refused  to  handle  those  cars,  they  began  as  early  as  June  27th. 
the  day  after  the  boycott  was  proclaimed,  to  issue  orders  to 
strike;  and  from  that  time  to  the  end,  to  the  extent  of  their 
ability,  they  conducted  and  controlled  the  strike  with  per- 
sistent consistency  of  purpose,  and  with  unchanged  methods 
of  action.  What  they  did  the  first  day  they  did,  in  substance, 
each  succeeding  day,  so  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  discrimi- 
nate very  closely  between  what  was  done  before  and  what 
after  service  of  the  injunction. 

Ab  officers  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  it  is  beyond 
question  that  the  defendants  had  practical  control  of  the 
strike,  guiding  as  they  chose  the  movements  of  the  men  ac- 
tively engaged.  Is  it  [767]  true,  as  they  assert,  that  they 
did  nothing,  and  advised  or  instigated  nothing,  unlawful, 
and  nothing  contrary  to  the  injunction!  Leaving  out  of 
view  for  the  moment  the  rule  that  co-conspirators  are  respon- 
sible for  the  deeds  of  each  other,  done  in  furtherance  of 
the  common  design,  is  it  true  that  the  defendants,  in  tiie 
exercise  of  their  acknowledged  leadership,  did  no  more  than 
advise  a  peaceable  strike  or  withdrawal  of  their  followers 
from  railroad  service,  or  did  they  counsel  and  encourage  such 
violence  and  intimidation  as  they  knew  to  be  necessary  to 
prevent  the  equipment  and  moving  of  trains?  To  the  charge 
of  the  information  that  they  knew  "  that  violence  invariably 
follows  all  strikes  of  a  similar  character,"  they  answered  by 
denying  that  ^they  knew  that  violence  and  unlawful  con- 
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duct  necessarily  follows  from  strikes  of  the  kind  mentioned." 
When,  at  an  early  stage  of  the  case,  the  court  suggested  that 
in  the  use  of  the  word  "  necessarily  "  the  answer  was  not  re- 
sponsive to  the  information,  where  the  word  "invariably" 
was  employed,  the  variance  was  stated  by  counsel  to  have 
been  inadvertent,  and  leave  was  taken  to  amend ;  but,  instead 
of  an  amendment  curing  the  defect,  a  supplemental  answer 
was  filed,  which  merely  denies  such  averments  and  parts  of 
the  information  as  they  had  not  "  in  their  former  answer  ex- 
pressly admitted  or  denied."  On  this  point,  Hogan  and  the 
other  defendants  to  the  second  information  speak  more  ex- 
plicitly, denying  "  that  they  or  either  of  them  knew  or  could 
have  Imown  that  any  such  acts  were  certain  or  almost  certain, 
or  prboable  or  reasonably  to  be  expected,  to  follow  from  such 
strikes  or  cessation  of  labor."  While  this  is  not  perceived  to 
be  equivocal  or  evasive,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  intel- 
ligent men  familiar  with  the  subject,  as  these  men  may  be 
presumed  to  have  been,  could  honestly  affirm  it.  Strikes  by 
railroad  employes  have  not  been  infmiuent  of  late  years  in 
this  country,  and  the  testimony  of  the  one  witness  who  spoke 
on  the  subject,  and  whose  experience  and  intelligence  made 
him  apparently  quite  competent  to  speak,  accord  with  what 
I  suppose  to  be  common  knowledge, — ^that  they  have  been  at- 
tended generally,  if  not  in  every  instance,  with  some  form  of 
intimidation  or  force.  The  witness  said  he  knew  of  no  ex- 
ception. Under  the  conditions  of  last  summer,  when  there 
were  many  idle  men  seeking  employment,  it  was  impossible 
that  a  strike  which  aimed  at  a  general  cessation  of  business 
upon  the  railroads  of  the  country  should  succeed  without 
violence;  and  it  is  not  to  be  believed  that  the  defendants  en- 
tered upon  the  execution  of  their  scheme  without  appreciat- 
ing the  fact,  and  without  having  determined  how  to  deal  with 
it  The  inference  therefore  is  a  fair  one,  aside  from  direct 
evidence  to  the  point,  that  they  expected  and  intended  that 
this  strike  should  differ  from  others  only  in  magnitude  of 
design  and  boldness  of  execution,  and  that  the  accustomed 
accessmdes  of  intimidation  and  violence,  so  far  at  least  as 
found  essential  to  success,  would  not  be  omitted.  For  that 
much  the  striking  workmen,  acting  on  the  promptings  of 
self-interest,  without  instigation  or  direct  suggestion,  and 
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even  in  spite  of  admonitions  to  the  contrary,  may  ordinarily 
be  counted  on.  Such  admonitions  against  violence  were 
[758]  sent  out  occasionally  by  the  defendants,  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  they  were  ever  heeded;  and  I  am  not  able  to 
believe  on  the  evidence  that,  in  the  fullest  sense,  it  was  ex- 
pected or  intended  that  they  should  be.  I  am  able  and  quite 
ready  to  believe  that  the  defendants  not  only  did  not  favor, 
but  deprecated,  extreme  violence,  which  might  lead  to  the 
destruction  of  property  or  of  human  life;  but  they  were 
not  unwilling  that  coupling  pins  should  be  drawn;  that 
Pullman  cars  should  be  ^'  cut  out "  and  side  tracked ;  that 
switches  should  be  turned  and  trains  derailed;  that  cars 
should  be  overturned  and  tracks  obstructed;  that  false  or 
contradictory  signals  should  be  given  to  moving  trains;  that 
the  strikers  and  lawless  rioters  should  wear  a  common  badge, 
and  should  assemble  together  upon  the  tracks  and  yards  of 
the  companies  to  obstruct  business;  that  engineers  and  fire- 
men should  be  pulled  from  their  cabs,  if  by  persuasion  or 
threats  they  could  not  be  induced  to  leave  them;  that  the 
unemployed  should  be  deterred  by  threats  or  abuse  from 
taking  the  places  of  strikers;  and  that  engines  should  be 
"  plugged,"  or  otherwise  "  killed."  These  things,  and  the 
like  of  them,  were  done  daily  in  Chicago  and  elsewhere  by 
members,  and  sometimes  by  officers,  of  the  local  unions,  with- 
out protest  or  condenmation,  and  some  of  them  at  the  instiga- 
tion of  the  defendants,  who,  it  can  hardly  be  doubted,  were 
well  aware  of  what  was  going  on.  When,  therefore,  in  his 
address  of  June  29th,  "  To  the  Railway  Employes  of  Amer- 
ica," Debs  said:  "I  appeal  to  the  strikers  everywhere  to 
refrain  from  any  act  of  violence.  Let  there  be  no  interfer- 
ence with  the  affairs  of  the  companies  involved,  and,  above 
all,  let  there  be  no  act  of  depredation.  A  man  who  will 
destroy  property  or  violate  law  is  an  enemy,  and  not  a  friend, 
to  the  cause  of  labor.  The  great  public  is  with  us,"  etc., — 
the  chief  aim,  I  am  convinced,  was  to  secure  the  good  will 
of  the  public.  To  that  end  the  warnings  against  acts  of 
depredation  or  visible  destruction  of  property,  it  may  well 
be  believed,  were  sincere;  but  their  followers  did  not  under- 
stand, and  the  court  cannot  believe,  that  it  was  intended  to 
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forbid  intimidation  and  the  milder  forms  of  violence,  which 
did  not  directly  involve  the  destruction  of  property  or  severe 
injury  to  person,  and  which  for  that  reason,  it  seems,  were 
assumed  to  be  not  imlawful,  when  employed  in  the  interests 
of  organized  labor  in  a  contest  with  '^  an  alliance  of  rich  and 
powerful  corporations."  By  just  what  theories  of  law  and 
duty  they  were  governed  might  be  better  understood,  per- 
haps, if  in  that  part  of  the  answer  which  alleges  ^'  that  upon 
the  service  of  the  injunction  the  defendants  consulted  compe- 
tent counsel,  learned  in  the  law,  and,  upon  a  full  and  fair 
statement  of  the  facts  in  the  premises,  they  were  advised 
what  they  might  rightfully  and  lawfully  do  without  violat- 
ing the  order  of  the  court,  and  that  since  that  time  they  have 
in  all  things  proceeded  in  accordance  with  that  advice,"  they 
had  disclosed,  as  they  ought  to  have  done,  just  what  state- 
ment of  the  facts  they  made  to  coimsel,  and  what  advice  they 
received.  Without  such  disclosure,  either  in  the  answer  or 
the  proof,  the  alleged  advice  neither  justifies  nor  mitigates 
a  wrong  or  error  committed  in  pursuance  of  the  advice,  but 
raises,  rather,  a  presumption  that  a  full  [769]  statement 
would  not  be  advantageous.  Proof  was  made  of  portions  of 
the  testimony  of  Mr.  Debs  on  the  20th  of  August  before  the 
commission  appointed  by  the  President,  wherein,  among 
other  things,  he  said : 

**  It  is  understood  that  a  strike  is  war ;  not  necessarily  a  war  of 
blood  and  bullets,  but  a  war  In  the  sense  that  it  is  a  conflict  between 
two  contending  Interests  or  classes  of  interests.  There  is  more  or  less 
strategy,  too,  In  war,  and  this  was  necessary  in  our  operation.  Orders 
were  issued  from  here,  questious  were  answered,  and  our  men  were 
kept  in  line  from  here.  *  *  *  As  soon  as  the  employes  found  that 
we  were  arrested,  and  taken  from  the  scene  of  action,  they  became 
demoralized,  and  that  ended  the  strike.  It  was  not  the  soldiers  that 
ended  the  strike.  It  was  not  the  old  brotherhoods  that  ended  the 
strike.  It  was  simply  the  United  States  courts  that  ended  the  strike. 
Our  men  were  in  a  position  that  never  would  have  been  shaken,  under 
any  circumstances,  if  we  had  been  permitted  to  remain  upon  the  field, 
among  them.  Once  we  were  taken  from  the  scene  of  action,  and  re- 
strained from  sending  telegrams  or  issuing  orders  or  answering  ques- 
tions, then  the  minions  of  the  corporations  would  be  put  to  work. 

*  *  *  Our  headquarters  were  temporarily  demoralized  and  aban- 
doned, and  we  could  not  answer  any  messages.  The  men  went  back  to 
work,  and  the  ranks  were  broken,  and  the  strike  was  broken  up» 

•  •  •  not  by  the  army,  and  not  by  any  other  power,  but  simply 
and  solely  by  the  action  of  the  United  States  court  in  restraining  us 
from  discharging  our  duties  as  oflicers  and  representatives  of  our 
anploy^" 

10870*'— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62^1,  vol  1 ^24 
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In  answer  to  an  inqmry  what^  if  anything^  he  did  to  aeoer- 
tain  whether  his  men  were  oonoemed  in  violenoe,  he  said : 

"We  did  that  [by]  our  committee,  which  called  at  headquarters 
eweTj  eveniog  and  advised  u&  They  were  instructed  to  g«ai:4  the 
company's  property,  if  tbey  were  near  it  at  all,  and  to  apprehend  any- 
one that  might  be  caught  destroying  property.  This  instruction  was 
given  again  and  again  to  the  central  committee  that  went  out  from 
headquarters.  We  said  we  knew  that  if  there  was  trouble,  if  there 
was  disorder  and  riot,  we  would  lose,  because  we  knew  enough  by  ex- 
perience in  the  past  that  we  had  everything  to  lose  by  riot,  and  nothing 
to  gain.  We  said  that  man  who  incites  riot  or  disorder  is  our  enemy, 
and  we  have  got  to  be  the  first  to  apprehend  and  bring  him  to  Justlca 
So  we  called  upon  our  men,  and  advised  them,  urged  them,  to  do 
everything  in  their  i>ower  to  maintain  order,  because  we  felt  and  knew 
that  if  there  was  perfect  order  there  was  no  pretext  upon  which  they 
could  call  out  the  soldiers,  or  appeal  for  the  intervention  of  the  court, 
and  we  would  win  without  a  question  of  a  doubt" 

One  or  two  reflections  upon  these  statements  will  be 
enough; .  First,  with  all  that  is  said  about  guarding  prop- 
erty, keeping  the  peace,  and  being  the  first  to  arrest  offend^ 
ers,  not  one  was  arrested,  and  no  effort  was  made  by  strikers 
or  members  of  the  Railway  Union  to  preserve  the  peace  or 
to  protect  property.  On  the  contrary,  many  of  them  were 
leaders  in  scenes  of  violence  and  disorder.  Second,  if  this 
strike,  like  others,  was  understood  to  be  war,  not  necessarily 
of  blood  and  bullets,  but  a  conflict  between  contending  inter- 
ests or  classes  of  interests,  in  which  strategy  had  to  be  em- 
ployed to  keep  the  men  in  line,  it  was  more  than  a. peaceable 
strike,  or  mere  cessation  from  work.  Had  it  been  only  that, 
the  injunction,  instead  of  being  a  hindrance,  would  have 
been  .in  their  hands  the  very  weapon  they  needed  to  enable 
th^n  to  suppress  the  violence  and  disorder  in  which  alone, 
they  say,  they  saw  possible  danger  to  the  success  of  their 
cause. 

^^  When  the  trouble  began,"  said  Mr.  Debs  again,  in  his 
testimony  before  the  commission,  "  there  were  thousands  of 
telegrams  andcommuni-  [760]  cations  pouring  in»  and  it 
was  impossible  for  me  to  see  them  all  personally,  because  I 
was  out  among  the  men,  meeting  with  conamittees,  meeting 
at  different  cities,  and  addressing  meetings,  and  all  that  kind 
of  work;  so  it  wa^  really  impossible  for  all  those  telegrams 
that  were  coming  in  to  come  under  my  personal  notice.  So 
then  the  work  was  apportioned  by  the  board  to  its  members. 
This  young  man  named  Benedict  (who  had  been  employed 
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as  an  assistant  seoretacy)  answered,  by  instruction  of  tiie 
board,  some  tekgrams,  and  in  other  oases^  where  the  board 
was  all  absent^  be  answered  telegrams  himself.  TelegraiBS, 
when  he  had:  answered  others  of  a  kindred  character,  he 
would  answer  without*  instructicHis-"  The  inconsistency  of 
these  statements  with  the  averments  of  the  answer  of  the 
defendants  to  the  original  information,  defying  respcmm- 
bility  foe  the  telegrams  sent  and  received,  is  too  evident  to 
need  ^xmunent,  but  they  are  quoted  here  not  so  much  to  point 
out  the  disccepancy  as  to  show  the  activity  of  Mr;  Debs,  bis 
intimate  conneefcion  with  the  conduct  of  the  strike,  uid  con- 
sequently his  direct  responsibility  for  what  was  done.  By 
his  admission^  he  was  out  among  the  men,  meeting  commit'- 
tees,  and  addressing  meetings.  It  is  shown  also  by  the 
testimony  of- two  or  more  witnesses  that  on  the  night  of 
June  29th  he  and  Howard  and  Keliher*  attended  a  meeting 
of  the  local  union  at  Blue  Island,  a  suburb  of  Chicago,  on 
the  line  of  the  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  Bailroad ;  that  he  and 
Howard  each  addressed  the  men,  urging  them  to  join  the 
strike;  that,  among  other  things,  one  or  both  of  them  said 
the  men  ^^  ought  to  stand  together  and  go  out  in  a  body  "; 
that  if  others  came  to  take  their  places  '^  they  ought  to  make 
them  walk  the  plank«"  In  the  language  of  tb»  witnesses, 
^^They  told  the  workmen  there  that  the  only  way  to  resist 
the  (K'ders  of  the  general  managers  in  cutting  down  the  wages 
of  the  men  in  detail  on  the  different  roads  was  by  unani- 
mously organizing  and  standing  by, — all  standing  together. 
Debs  told  th^n  not  to  molest  the  mail  trains,  but,"  as  the 
witness  puts  it,  "not  to  let  the  Pullman  cars  out,  at  no 
hazards."'  Howard  "advised  the  men  not  to  do  any  vio- 
lence, or  anything  like  that,  but  to  go  out,  and  stay  out,  man 
to  man,  and  they  would  win  the  victory."  ^*  Howard  said 
not  to  commit  any  vicdence,  but  not  to  allow  any  Pullman 
cars  to  run,  at  no  hazard."  "  He  said  all  those  that  didn't 
go  out  and  stay  out,  and  help  the  laboring  class  of  people 
out  of  trouble,  will  have  to  walk  the  plank  in  the  future." 
These  speeches  did  not  mean,  and  were  not  understood  by 
the  men  to  whom  they  were  addressed  to  mean,  that  no  re- 
sistance should  be -made  by  them  to  the  running  of  Pullman 
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can,  or  that  they  should  submit  unresistingly  to  the  em- 
ployment of  other  men  to  take  their  places.  They  voted 
that  night  to  join  the  strike,  and  on  the  next  day  inaugu- 
rated ^^  a  condition  of  turbulence  "  which  a  witness  declared 
he  "  did  not  believe  could  exist."  "A  body  of  men,  princi- 
pally ex-employ6s  of  the  Rock  Island  road,  blockaded  traffic, 
threatened  violence,  and  tied  up  the  road."  ^  The  same  con- 
dition, only  worse,  July  1st,"  and  notwithstanding  the  ef- 
forts of  the  United  States  marshal,  by  reading  the  injunction 
and  otherwise,  to  quell  the  disturbance,  nothing  was  ac- 
[761]  complished  until  the  5th  of  July,  when  federal  sol- 
diers airived.  With  that  assistance,  through  trains  began 
to  be  moved,  and  the  transportation  of  the  mails  was  re- 
sumed on  the  7th  or  8th,  but  it  wa3  not  until  the  14th  that 
traffic  on  that  line  was  fully  restored.  These  things  directly 
followed,  and  in  large  measure,  I  think  it  not  unwarranted 
to  say,  were  the  natural  and  probable  result  of,  the  speeches 
made  and  counsel  given  to  the  men  by  Debs  and  Howard  at 
the  meeting  on  the  night  of  the  29th  at  Blue  Island.  Sim- 
ilar suggestions,  calculated  to  incite  to  acts  of  violence  or 
intimidation,  were  contained  in  many  of  the  telegrams  which 
were  sent  out  over  the  name  of  Debs,  and  for  which,  not- 
withstanding the  averment  of  their  sworn  answers  to  the  con- 
trary, it  is  no  longer  possible  for  any  of  the  defendants  to 
evade  some  measure  of  responsibility.  I  quote  from  a  few  of 
them,  commencing  June  27th: 

"A  boycott  has  been  declared  against  the  Pullman  Gompany,  and  no 
Pullman  cars  are  to  be  handled."  "  If  men  are  discharged  for  refus- 
ing to  handle  Pullman  cars,  every  employ^  should  at  once  leave  the 
service  of  the  company." 

June  28th: 

*'  No  forcible  interference  with  mail  trains,  but  any  man  who  handles 
trains  or  cars  will  be  a  scab."  '*  No  loyal  man  will  handle  any  train 
at  all  on  your  system."  "  Tie  up  every  line  possible,  to  enforce  boy- 
cott Do  not  cut  any  cars  from  mall  trains,  but  no  loyal  man  will 
move  a  train  of  any  kind  under  existing  conditions."  "Passenger 
train  came  south  this  morning,  and  will  be  held  here."  (To  Debs 
from  Las  Vegas.)  "  If  your  company  refuses  to  boycott  Pullman,  tie 
It  up." 

June  29th: 

In  substance:  Leave  denied  for  train  at  Livingston,  Montana,  to 
proceed  with  sick  passengers.    "All  taking  part  in  this  struggle  wiU 
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recefye  protection  of  A.  R.  U.,  whether  members  or  not**    ''Pay  no 
attention  to  Injunction  orders.    Men  will  not  be  slaves." 

June  80th: 

"This  Is  a  fight  against  combined  capital  and  oppression,  and  we 
are  assured  winners.  Do  no  violence,  but  every  man  stand  pat  and 
firm."  "  No  fear  about  reinstatement  All  lines  In  Chicago  are  par- 
alyzed. Impossible  to  get  scabs  to  fill  places  in  tima"  **  Do  not  inter- 
fere with  mall  trains  In  any  manner." 

July  1st: 

**  Knock  It  to  them  as  hard  as  possible."  **  Have  men  stand  firm. 
They  show  a  better  front  in  Ohio  than  you.  ^  ^  *  I  do  not  suspect 
Grand  Junction  of  housing  scabs  or  sud^llngs  of  autocrats." 

July  2d: 

"  The  train  will  haul  your  car  to  Its  destination  on  presentation  of 
this  telegram."  (To  Mrs.  Leland  Stanford.)  ''AH  who  work  during 
present  strike  will  be  branded  as  scabs." 

JulySd: 

•*  This  Is  authority  to  call  out  roads  named."  ••  Tie  up  Big  Pour." 
**  Get  your  men  out  Immediately."  **  It  will  take  more  than  Injunctions 
to  move  trains.  Get  everybody  out"  "  Wear  a  white  ribbon.  Instead 
of  red.  We  have  requested  our  friends  to  wear  white  in  Chicago." 
**  Let  everybody  wear  white  ribbon  w1k>  are  in  favor,  and  all  opposed 
wear  red."  **Do  not  let  court  order  scare  you.  I  have  had  orders 
served  on  me.  We  are  breaking  no  laws.  You  and  all  strikers  have 
Quit  your  places  peaceably,  as  is  your  right    •    •    •    Don't  be  siUy." 

[7621  July4tli: 

"Have  your  men  stand  pat  They  will  have  to  make  many  ar- 
rests before  this  strike  Is  over.  We  all  stand  firm.  Arresting  men 
will  not  operate  the  road."  "To  call  out  troops  was  an  old  method 
of  Intimidation.  Commit  no  violence.  Have  every  man  stand  pat. 
Troops  cannot  move  trains.  Not  scabs  In  the  world  to  fill  places,  and 
more  occurring  hourly."    '*  This  is  authority  to  caU  out  P.  D.  &  SL" 

July  6ih: 

"The  lines  are  now  sharply  drawn.  Capital  has  declared  war. 
Any  man  who  works  Is  assisting  capital  to  defeat  labor."  (Richards 
of  St  Paul  to  Debs) :  **  Send  all  good  news  possible.  •  •  •  Look 
after  locals  on  all  roads,  and  play  the  strongest  card  left"- 

July  8th: 

"You  cannot  paralyse  the  world  in  a  minute.  Do  not  let  strong 
men  become  childish.  •  •  •  You  appear  to  be  paying  more  atten- 
tion to  newspapers  than  to  messages." 

July  10th: 

"  Debs,  Howard,  Keliher,  Rogers,  in  Jail.  Rest  expect  to  go.  This 
Is  the  last  act  of  the  corporations.  Our  cause  is  Just  Vi^ty  oer- 
taln.    Stand  pat    [Signed]    Hogan." 
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July  14tfi: 
''All  negotiations  off.    Stand  to  a  finish  now.** 

The  condition  as  it  was  on  the  12th  of  July  is  aptly  de- 
scribed in  the  letter  of  that  date  si^ed  by  Debs,  Howard, 
and  Keliher,  as  officers  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  and 
addressed,  "  To  the  Railway  Managers."  It  is  set  out  in  full 
as  a  part  of  the  information,®  and  if  more  convincing  evi- 
dence of  the  nature  of  the  strike,  and  of  the  direct  personal 
and  official  responsibility  of  the  defendants  for  what  was 
done,  and  for  the  results,  were  needed,  it  is  found  in  that 
document 

But  the  defendants  are  not  entitled  to  be  judged  solely 
by  the  rules  which  determine  the. responsibility  of  one  who 
has  acted  without  combination  or  agreement  with  another. 
The  bill  upon  which  the  injunction  was  ordered  charged 
them  with  conspiracy,  as,  under  the  statute,  it  must  have 
done,  in  order  to  bring  them  within  the  cognizance  of  the 
court.  Conforming  to  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  the  in- 
junction, in  substance,  commaiided  them,  and  all  combining 
or  conspiring  with  them,  '*"  to  desist  and  refrain  "  from  in- 
terfering with  the  business,  rolling  stock,  ^aiid  other  property 
of  the  roads  named ;  from  using  force,  threats,  or  persuasion 
to  induce  employes  of  the  roads  to  neglect  duty ;  from  using 
force  or  threats  to  induce  employes  to  quit,  or  other  persons 
not  to  enter,  the  service  of  the  roads;  from  doing  any  act 
in  furtherance  of  a  conspiracy  to  interfere  with  interstate 
commerce  on  the  roads;  and  from  ordering,  aiding,  or  abet- 
ting any  person  to  do  the  forbidden  things.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  consider  whether  this  injunction,  when  properly 
construed,  forbids,  or  whether  it  might  lawfully  have  bean 
made  tq  forbid,  the  employfe  of  the  railroad  companies  to 
quit  work  in  furtherance  of  the  alleged  conspiracy,  or  to  for- 
bid others,  in  aid  of  the  conspiracy,  to  persuade  or  advise 
them  to  quit.  The  order  was  not  intended  when  issued. 
[763]  and  will  not  now  be  construed,  to  go  so  far.  In  the  re- 
cent case  of  Arthur  v.  Oakes  (C.  C.  A.,  7th  Circuit),  63  Fed. 
810,  it  was  decided,  with  my  full  concurrence  in  the  opinion, 
that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  "  under  any  circumstances,  by 

•  Ante,  p.  810. 
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injnnctiim,  prerent  one  individnal  from  ^jniiting  the  personal 
service  of  another  " ;  and  in  re^>ect  to  the  right  of  employ^ 
singly  or  in  concert,  to  quit  work,  and  of  others  to  advise  them 
on  the  sabject,  there  is  no  present  necessity  for  adding  to 
what  was  said  in  that  case,  further  than  to  observe  that 
neither  expressly  nor  by  implieation  does  the  opinion  there 
delivered  lend  the  rem6test  sanction  to  the  proposition  as- 
serted by  one  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  that  in  free 
America  every  man  has  a  right  to  abandon  his  position,  for 
a  good  or  a  bad  reason,  and  that  another,  for  good  or  bad 
reason,  may  advise  or  persuade  him  to  do  so.  Manifestly, 
that  is  not  true.  If  it  were,  a  servant  might  quit  his  place, 
and  another  might  advise  him  to  quit,  in  order  to  make  way 
for  the  entry  of  thieves  or  burglars  into  the  employer's 
house, — ^a  suggestion  at  which  simple  minds  revolt,  and  for 
which  the  acutest  can  invent  neither  jufetificaticm  nor  apology. 
The  rule  is  familiar  in  criminal  jurisprudence  that  any  act, 
however  innocent  in  itself,  becomes  wrongful  or  criminal 
when  done  in  furtherance  of  an  unlawful  design.  But 
whether  or  not,  in  a  particualr  case,  an  injunction  will  be  ap- 
propriate, and  to  what  extent  it  shall  go  if  granted,  will 
depend  on  other  considerations  than  the  mere  wrongfulness 
or  illegality  of  the  act  or  conduct  proposed  to  be  enjoined. 
The  right  of  men  to  strike  peaceably,  and  the  right  to  advise 
a  peaceable  strike,  which  the  law  does  not  presume  to  be  im- 
possible, is  not  questioned.  But  if  men  enter  into  a  con- 
spiracy to  do  an  unlawful  thing,  and,  in  order  to  accomplish 
their  purpose,  advise  workmen  to  go  upon  a  strike,  knowing 
that  violence  and  wrong  will  be  the  probable  outcome,  neither 
in  law  nor  in  morals  can  they  escape  responsibility. 

The  evidence  establishes,  and  it  has  not  been  denied,  that 
<m  the  21st  day  of  June,  1894,  the  American  Railway  Union, 
in  convention  at  Chicago,  declared  a  boycott  against  the 
Pullman  palace  cars,  to  take  effect  after  five  days  if  mean- 
while the  Pullman  Company  should  not  accede  to  a  proposed 
arbitration  with  striking  workmen;  that  the  convention, 
after  conferring  upon  the  directors  of  the  union  jurisdiction 
over  all  matters  connected  with  the  boycott,  adjourned  on 
the  25th  of  June;  that  on  the  next  day  the  following  notice 
or  order  was  issued,  over  the  signature  of  the  president  of 
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the  union :  "  June  26, 1894, 1 :  80  p.  m.  Boycott  against  Pull- 
man cars  in  effect  at  noon  to-day.  By  order  of  convention. 
E.  V.  Debs," — ^and  that  on  the  same  day  the  following  tele- 
gram was  sent  to  the  general  oflEicers  of  labor  organizations 
throughout  the  country : 

"A  boycott  against  tbe  Pnllman  Company,  to  take  effect  at  noon  to- 
day, has  been  declared  by  the  American  Railway  Union.  We  ear- 
nestly request  your  aid  and  co-operation  in  the  fight  of  organized  labor 
against  a  powerful  and  oppressive  monopoly.  Please  advise  if  you 
can  meet  with  us  in  conference,  and,  if  not,  if  yon  will  authorize 
some  one  to  represent  you  in  this  matter.  Address  421  Ashland  Block. 
Eugene  V.  Debs,  President" 

Pullman  cars  in  use  upon  the  roads  are  instrumentalities 
of  commerce,  and  it  follows  that  from  the  time  of  this  an- 
nouncement, if  not  [764]  from  the  adoption  of  the  resolu- 
tion by  the  convention,  the  American  Railway  Union  was 
committed  to  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce, in  violation  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  and  that  the 
members  of  that  association,  and  all  others  who  joined  in  the 
movement,  became  criminally  responsible  each  for  the  acts 
of  others  done  in  furtherance  of  the  common  purpose,  whether 
intended  by  him  or  not  The  officers  became  responsible 
for  the  men,  and  the  men  for  the  officers.  While  I  do  not 
accede  to  the  proposition  which  was  advanced  in  Patterson's 
Case,  for  the  purpose  of  invalidating  or  of  putting  a  narrow 
construction  upon  the  statute,  that  a  conspiracy  to  commit 
a  specified  oflfense  includes  a  conspiracy  to  commit  any  other 
offense  which  may  result  and  does  result  from  an  attempt  to 
commit  the  offense  intended,  the  rule  is  well  settled,  and  I 
suppose  well  understood,  that  all  who  engage,  either  as  prin- 
cipals or  as  advisers,  aiders,  or  abettors,  in  the  commission 
of  an  unlawful  or  criminal  act,  are  individually  responsible 
for  the  criminal  or  injurious  results  which  follow  the  com- 
mission or  an  attempt  by  any  of  their  number  to  commit  the 
intended  crime  or  wrong.  It  is  by  the  same  rule  that  co- 
conspirators are  responsible  for  the  acts  and  declarations  of 
each  other  in  the  furtherance  of  their  unlawful  purpose. 
Brennan  v.  People^  15  HI.  511;  Harma  v.  People^  86  HI. 
248;  Lamb  v.  People,  96  HI.  74;  Whart  Cr.  Law,  §  1405; 
1  Bish.  Cr.  Law,  636 ;  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  29,  §  8.    I  quote: 

"Upon  this  ground  [sajs  Hawkins,  supra],  it  has  been  adjudged 
that  whftra  persons  combine  tocvtbar  to  stand  t^  one  another  in  tfat 
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breach  of  the  peace,  with  a  general  reeolntiou  to  resist  all  opposers, 
and  in  the  execution  of  their  design  a  murder  is  committed,  all  the 
company  are  equally  principals,  though  at  the  time  of  the  fact  some 
of  them  were  at  such  a  distance  as  to  be  out  of  view." 

"A  man  may  be  guilty  of  a  wrong  which  he  did  not  specifically  in- 
tend [says  Bishop],  if  it  came  naturally,  or  even  accidentally,  through 
some  other  specific,  or  a  general  evil,  purpose.  When,  therefore,  per- 
sons combine  to  do  an  unlawful  thing,  if  the  act  of  one,  proceeding  and 
growing  out  of  the  common  plan,  terminates  in  a  criminal  result, 
though  not  the  particular  result  meant,  all  are  liable." 

In  State  v.  McCahM  (Iowa)  80  N.  W.  558,  the  court  said: 

"  Where  there  is  a  conspiracy  to  accomplish  an  unlawful  purpose, 
and  the  means  are  not  specifically  agreed  upon  or  understood,  each 
conspirator  becomes  responsible  for  the  means  used  by  any  co-con- 
splrator  in  the  accomplishment  of  the  purpose  In  which  they  are  all 
at  the  time  engaged." 

These  defendants  were  the  directors  and  general  officers  of 
the  American  Bailway  Union,  and  had  practical  control  of 
the  organization.  They  procured  the  adoption  of  the  resolu- 
tions by  which  the  boycott  of  the  Pullman  cars  was  declared, 
and  authority  given  themselyes  to  begin  and  control  the  move- 
ment They  put  themselves  at  once  in  telegraphic  communi- 
cation with  the  officers  of  local  unions,  advising  them  of  the 
action  of  the  convention,  and  that  no  Pullman  cars  were  to  be 
handled ;  but,  it  appearing  very  soon  that  men  who  refused  to 
handle  Pullman  cars  were  being  discharged,  they  determined 
to  prevent  the  running  of  all  trains  upon  all  the  roads  until 
the  companies  should  accede  to  their  demands,  including  the 
reinstatement  of  men  who  had  been  discharged.  Later  the 
Pullman  strikers  were  abandoned,  and  only  the  re-employ- 
ment of  [766]  railroad  men  insisted  on.  As  early  as  the 
27th  of  June  they  sent  out  telegrams  directing  men  to  quit 
work  if  the  running  of  Pullman  cars  was  insisted  upon,  and 
unless  discharged  men  were  restored  to  their  places,  and  by 
the  28th  it  had  become  the  distinct  policy  ^^  to  get  the  men 
ouf;  "to  tie  up '^  or  paralyze  the  roads;  to  promise  full 
protection  to  all  who  joined  in  the  strike;  to  denounce  as 
scabs,  or  as  traitors  to  the  cause  of  labor,  all  who  refused  to 
go  out,  and  all  who  should  consent  to  take  places  which  others 
had  abandoned, — and  later  the  form  or  substance  of  expres- 
sion became :  "  All  employes  of  all  roads  will  stand  together  '^ ; 
"None  will  return  until  all  return.*'  By  this  course  the 
(Hriginal  conspiracy  against  the  use  of  Pullman  cars  became  a 
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conspiracy  against  transportation  and  travel  by  railroad. 
Upon  their  own  authority,  without  <x)nBulting  the  local 
unions,  the  defendants  coft verted  the  boycott  into  a  strike; 
and  with  the  a  id  of  followers,  some  of  whom  stopped  at  no 
means  between  the  drawing  of  a  coupling  pin  and  the  under- 
mining of  a  bridge,  whereby  men  shauld  be  hurled  to  death, 
they  pushed  the  strike  to  the  conditions  which  prevailed 
when  the  intervention  of  the  court  was  asked,  and  whidi,  in 
the  end,  compelled  the  employment  of  military  force  to  re- 
establish peace  and  start  again  the  activities  of  commerce. 
The  evidence  leaves  no  feature  of  the  ease  in  doubt.  The 
substance  of  it,  briefly  stated,  is  that  the  defendants,  in  com- 
bination with  the  members  of  the  Amerioan- Railway  Union 
and  others,  who  were  prevailed  upon  to  co-operate,  wore  en- 
gaged in  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  or  hindrance  of  interstate 
commerce  over  the  railroads  entering  Chicago,  and,  in  fur- 
therance of  their  design,  those  actively  engaged  inilie^strike 
wBve  ufiing  threats,  violence,  and  other  unlawful  means  of 
inAerferenoe  'with  the  operations  of  the  nads;  that  by  the 
injonction  they  were  commanded  to  desrat,  but,  instead  of 
refipecting  the  order,  they  persisted  in  their  purpose,  without 
eBwential  change  of  conduct,  until  ccmipelled  to  yMd  to 
superior  force. 

Much  has  been  aaid,  but  without  proof,  of  the  wnangs  of 
the  workmen  at  Pullman,  of  an  alliance  between  the  Pullman 
Gompiuiy  and  the  railway  managers  to  depress  wages,  and 
generally  of  corporate  oppression  and  arrogance.  But  it  is 
evident  that  these  things,  whatever  the  facts  might  have 
been  proved  or  imagined  to  be,  could  furnish  neither. justifi- 
oation  nor  palliation  for  giving  up  a  city  to  disorder,  and  for 
paralyizing  the  industries  and  commerce  of  the  country. 

My  conclusion  in  the  case  oa  the  information  of  the  United 
States  implies  a  like  condusion  in  the  other  oase,  tried  at  the 
same  time  and  upon  the  same  evidence,  wherein,  by  an  in- 
formation presented  by  the  receivers  of  the  Santa  F6  Bail- 
road,  the  defendants  were  charged  with  wrongful  and  violent 
interf^^nce  with  the  operation  of  that  road  pending  the 
strike.  That  they  did  interfere  as  alleged,  is  established  by 
the  evidence  already  considered.    Though  violation  of  the 
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injunction  of  July  2d  is  alleged  in  the  bill,  the  questions  of 
jurisdiction  and  of  the  construction  and  application  of  theact 
of  1890  are  not  essentially  involved,  because,  the  property 
being  in  the  custody  of  the  court,  any  improper  interference 
with  its  manage-  [766]  ment,  it  is  well  settled,  constituted  a 
contempt  of  the  court's  authority,  as  exercised  in  making  the 
order  appointing  the  receivers  and  enjoining  interference 
with  their  control  The  decision,  or  ratlier  letter,  of  Judge 
Caldwell  has  been  referred  to,  but,  while  that  recog- 
nized the  right  of  employes  to  quit  the  service  of  the  receivers, 
it  contained  no  warrant  for  intimidating  or  abusing  those 
who  were  willing  to  take  employment,  or  for  otherwise  in- 
terfering directly,  as  the  defendants  and  their  followers  did, 
with  the  management  and  operation  of  the  road.  The  .court 
therefore  finds  the  defendants  (except  McVean,  whose  case 
is  held  under  advisement)  guilty  of  contempt  as  charged  in 
each  of  the  cases.  The  same  sentences  will  be  ordered  in  both 
cases,  but  it  is  not  intended  that  th^y  shall  be  cumulative. 


[821]      PIDCOCK  V.  HARRINGTON  ET  AL. 

(Glrcait  Court,  S.  D.  New  York.    December  20,  189i.) 
[64  Fed.,  S21.] 

fifONOKHmes — Surr  by  Private  Iwdividual. — ^The  act  "  to  protect  trade 
and  oominerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies"  (Aet 
Coag.  July  2, 1890)  confers  no  rlgbt  upon  a  private  individual  to  sue 
in  equity  for  the  restraint  of  tbe  acts  forbidden  by  such  statute,  an 
action  at  law  for  damages  being  the  only  remedy  provided  for  prl- 
'vate  persons,  and  the  right  to  bring  suits  in  equity  being  vested  In 
the  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States.^ 

This  was  a  suit  by  John  F.  Pidcoek  against  Dennis  Har- 
rington and  others  for  an  injunction  and  accounting.  De- 
fendants demurred  to  the  bill. 

tMS]  This  is  a  suit  in  equity  against  the  above-named  defiendant, 
and  a  number  of  others,  praying  for  an  injunction  and  an  accountiiig 
on  the  ground  that  the  defendants  have  conspireed  to  ruin  complain- 
ant's business  as  a  commission  merchant  and  dealer  in  live  stock.  The 
bill  alleges  that  the  defendants  have  ceased  dealing  with  tbe  com- 

a  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1895,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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plalnant  and  have  threatened  to  cease  dealing  with  people  who  deal 
with  him.  The  action  Is  founded  upon  the  act  of  congress  of  July  2, 
1890,  entitled  "An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies"  (26  Stat  209). 

WiUiam  F.  Randel^  for  complainant. 
Edward  O.  Boardmariy  for  defendants. 

CoxB,  District  Judge. 

At  the  argument  the  counsel  for  the  complainant  was  asked 
whether  he  sought  to  maintain  this  action  under  the  general 
equity  principles  of  the  common  law  or  under  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890.  He  answered  that  it  was  founded 
solely  upon  the  statute.  It  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  dis- 
cuss the  proposition  whether  or  not  the  action  can  be  main- 
tained independently  of  the  statute.  The  demurrer  chal- 
lenges the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  to  maintain,  under  the  act 
in  question,  a  bill  in  equity  iSIed  by  a  private  individual  and 
his  solicitor.  It  is  clear  that  the  right  to  maintain  such  a  suit 
is  not  expressly  conferred  by  the  act.  Indeed,  such  right  is, 
by  implication,  denied — First,  because  a  private  person  is 
given  (section  7)  the  right  to  maintain  an  action  at  law ;  and, 
second,  the  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  under  the 
direction  of  the  attorney  general  (section  4),  are  charged 
with  the  duty  of  commencing  suits  in  equity.  If  it  were  the 
intention  of  the  lawmakers  to  vest  in  every  irresponsible  in- 
dividual, who  may  deem  himself  aggrieved,  the  right  to  in- 
voke the  drastic  and  far-reaching  remedies  conferred  by  the 
act,  is  it  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  they  would  have  said 
so  in  unambiguous  terms?  The  first  three  sections  are  penal 
statutes.  They  give  no  civil  remedy.  Section  4  vests  the 
right  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  in  the  district  attor- 
neys of  the  United  States,  and,  together  with  section  6,  pre- 
scribes the  procedure  in  such  suits.  Section  6  provides  for 
the  seizure  and  forfeiture  to  the  United  States  of  property 
illegally  owned  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  So  far,  then, 
the  act  is  a  public  act  providing  no  private  remedy.  If  it 
ended  with  section  6  there  would  probably  be  no  pretense  that 
it  sanctioned  a  suit  like  the  one  at  bar.  What  follows,  how- 
ever, in  no  way  strengthens  the  complainant's  position.    The 
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only  section  which  gives  a  private  remedy  is  the  seventh, 
which  is  as  follows : 

"Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  bis  bnsiness  or  property  by  any 
other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared 
to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  therefor  in  any  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is  found, 
without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall  recover  three- 
fold the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the  costs  of  suit,  including  a 
reasonable  attorney's  fee." 

But  for  this  section  no  private  person  would  have  any 
standing  in  court,  and  as  the  only  right  conferred  by  it  is  the 
right  to  sue  for  damages  in  a  court  of  law,  it  follows  that  the 
point  presented  by  the  demurrer  is  well  foimded.  The  pre- 
cise question  was  decided  in  favor  of  the  views  here  expressed 
in  BlindeU  v.  Hagan^  54  Fed.  40,  aflJrmed  56  Fed.  696,  6  C.  C. 
A.  86.    The  demurrer  is  allowed. 


[1]  UNITED  STATES  v.  E.  C.  KNIGHT  COMPANY.- 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  CIBCUIT  COURT  OF  APPEALS  FOR  THE  THIRD 

CIRCITIT. 

No.  675.    Argued  October  24,  1804.— Decided  January  21,  189S. 

[166  U.  S.,  1.] 

The  monopoly  and  restraint  denounced  by  the  act  of  Jnly  2,  1890,  c. 
647,  26  Stat  209,  "  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  nnlawfnl 
restraints  and  monopolies,"  are  a  monopoly  in  interstate  and  inter- 
national trade  or  commerce,  and  not  a  monopoly  in  the  manufacture 
of  a  necessary  of  llfe.^ 

The  American  Sugar  Refining  Company,  a  corporation  existing  under 
the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  being  in  control  of  a  large 
majority  of  the  manufactories  of  refined  sugar  in  the  United  States, 
acquired,  tlirough  the  purchase  of  stock  in  four  Philadelpliia  refin- 
eries, such  disposition  over  those  manufactories  throughout  the 
United  States  as  gave  it  a  practical  monopoly  of  the  business. 
Held,  that  the  result  of  the  transaction  was  the  creation  of  a  mo- 
nopoly In  the  manufacture  of  a  necessary  of  life,  which  could  not 

a  Bill  dismissed  by  Circuit  Court,  En.  D.  Penn.  (60  Fed.,  306).  See 
p.  250.  Decree  affirmed  by  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Third  Circuit 
(60  Fed.,  934).  See  p.  25a  Affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (156 
U.  8.,  1). 

5  Syllabus  and  abetiact  of  argument  copyrighted,  1895,  by  Banbi  dk 
Bros. 
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be  BHppreseed  under  the  provisioBS  of  the  act  oC  July  2;  180(X>c. 
647,  26  Stat  209,  '*  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unUwtal 
restraints  and  monopolies,"  in  the  mode  attempted  in  this  suit; 
and  tliat  the  acquisition  of  Philadelphia  refineries  by  a  New  Jersey 
corporation,  and  the  business  of  sugar  refining,  in  Pennsylvania, 
bear  no  dlred:  relation  to  commerce  between  the  States  or  with 
foreign  nations. 

[2]  This  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  United  States  against 
E.  C.  Knight  Company  and  others,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania, 
charging  that  the  defendants  had  violated  the  provisions  of 
an  act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  entitled 
"An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies,'*  26  Stat.  209,  "providing  that 
every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust,  or  other- 
wise, or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  several  States  is  illegal,  and  that  persons  who  shall 
monopolize  or  shall  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine  or 
conspire  with  other  persons  to  monopolize  trade  and  com- 
merce among  the  several  States,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor." The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendant,  the  American 
Sugar  Refining  Company,  was  incorporated  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  laws  of  New  Jersey,  whose  certificate  of  incor- 
poration named  the  places  in  New  Jersey  and  New  York  at 
which  its  principal  business  was  to  be  transacted,  and  sev- 
eral other  States  in  which  it  proposed  to  carry  on  operations, 
and  stated  that  the  objects  for  which  said  company  was 
formed  were  "  the  purchase,  manufacture,  refining,  and  sale 
of  sugar,  molasses,  and  melads,  and  all  lawful  business  inci- 
dental thereto;  "  that  the  defendant,  E.  0.  Knight  Company, 
was  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  "  for  the 
purpose  of  importing,  manufacturing,  refining  and  dealing 
in  sugars  and  molasses,"  at  the  city  of  Philadelphia ;  that  the 
defendant,  the  Franklin  Sugar  Company,  was  incorporated 
under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  "for  the  purpose  of  the 
manufacture  of  sugar  and  the  purchase  of  raw  material  for 
that  purpose,"  at  Philadelphia ;  that  the  defendant,  Spreck<- 
els  Sugar  Refining  Company,  was  incorporated  under  the 
laws  of  Pennsylvania  "for  the  purpose  of  refining  sugar, 
which  will  involve  the  buying  of  the  raw  material  therefor 
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and  soiling  the  iBonuf^uredparodii^)  and  of  dcnng  what^ 
ever  ^se  shall  be  incidental  to  the  said  busineas  of  refioingt^" 
at  the  city  of  Philadelphia;  that  the  defendant^  the-Dela^ 
waro  Sugar  House,  was  incorporated  under  the  laws  of 
Pennsylvania  '^  for  the  purpose  of  the  manufacture  of  sugar 
and  syrups,  and  preparing  the  same  for  [8]  market,  and  the 
transaction  of  such*  work' or  business  as  may  be- necessary  or 
proper  for  the  piroper  management  of  the  business  of  manu- 
facture-" 

It-was  further  averred  that  the  four  defendauts  last  named 
wete  independently  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
sugar  until  on  oar.  about  March  4,  1892 ;  that  the  poroduct  of 
their- refineries  amounted  .to  thirty-three  per  cent  of  the  sugar 
re&ied  in  the  United  States;  that  they  were  comprtitocs 
with  the  American  Sugar  Befining  Company;  that  the  pnid^ 
ucts  of  their  several  refineries  were  distributed  among  the 
several  States  of  the  United  States,  and  that  all  the  compa^ 
nies  were  engaged  in  trade  or  commerce  with  the  several 
States  and  with  foreign  nations;  that  the  American  S«^ar 
Refining  Company  had,  on  or  prior  to  March  4,  1892,  ob- 
tained the  control  of  all  the  sugar  refineries  of  the  United 
States  with  the  exception  of  the  Bevere  of  Boston,  and  the 
refineFics  of  the  four  defendants  above  mentioned ;  that  the 
Bevere  produced  annually  about  two  per  cent  of  the  total 
amount  of  sugar  refined. 

Tlie  bill  then  alleged  that  in  order  that  the  American 
Sugar  Befining  Company  might  obtain  complete  ccmtrol  of 
the  price  of  sugar  in  the  United  States,  that  company,  and 
John  £«  Searles,  Jr.,  acting  for  it,  entered  into  an  unlawful 
and  fraudulent  scheme  to  purchase  the  stock,  machinery, 
and  real  estate  of  the  other  four  corporaticHis  defendant,  by 
which  they  attempted  to  control  all  the  sug^  refineries  for 
the  purpose  of  restraining  the  trade  thereof^  with  other 
States  as  theretofdre  carried  on  independently  hy  said  de- 
fendants; that  in  pursuance  of  this  scheme,  on  or  about 
March  4,  1802,  Searles  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  de- 
foMiant  Knight  Company  and  individual  stockholders 
named,  for  the  purchase  of  all  the  stock  of  that  company, 
and  subsequently  delivered  to  the  defendants  therefor  in 
exchange  shares  of  the  American  Sugar  Befining  Company; 
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that  on  or  about  the  same  date  Searles  entered  into  a  sim- 
ilar contract  with  the  Spreckels  Company  and  individual 
stockholders,  and  with  the  Franklin  Company  jand  stock- 
holders, and  with  the  Delaware  Sugar  House  and  stock- 
holders. It  was  further  averred  that  the  American  Sugar 
Refining  Company  monopolized  the  manufacture  and 
[4]  sale  of  refined  sugar  in  the  United  States,  and  con- 
trolled the  price  of  sugar;  that  in  making  the  contracts, 
Searles  and  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  com- 
bined and  conspired  with  the  other  defendants  to  restrain 
trade  and  commerce  in  refined  sugar  among  the  several 
States  and  foreign  nations,  and  that  the  said  contracts  were 
made  with  the  intent  to  enable  the  American  Sugar  Refining 
Company  to  restrain  the  sale  of  refined  sugar  in  Pennsyl- 
vania and  among  the  several  States,  and  to  increase  the  reg- 
ular price  at  which  refined  sugar  was  sold,  and  thereby  to 
exact  and  secure  large  sums  of  money  from  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  and  from  the  other  States  of  the  United 
States,  and  from  all  other  purchasers,  and  that  the  same 
was  unlawful  and  contrary  to  the  said  act. 
The  bill  called  for  answers  under  oath,  and  prayed — 

**!.  That  an  and  each  of  the  said  unlawful  agreements  made  and 
entered  into  by  and  between  the  said  defendants,  on  or  about  the 
fourth  day  of  March,  1892,  shall  be  delivered  up,  cancelled,  and  de- 
clared to  be  void ;  and  that  the  said  defendants,  the  American  Sugar 
Refining  Ck)mpany  and  John  E.  Searles,  Jr.,  be  ordered  to  deliver  to 
the  other  said  defendants  respectively  the  shares  of  stock  receivcNd  by 
them  in  performance  of  the  said  contracts;  and  that  the  other  said 
defendants  be  ordered  to  deliver  to  the  said  defendant,  the  American 
Sugar  Refining  Ck)mpany  and  John  E.  Searles,  Jr.,  the  shares  of  stock 
received  by  them  respectively  in  performance  of  the  said  contracts. 

"  2.  That  an  injunction  issue  preliminary  until  the  final  determina- 
tion of  this  cause,  and  perpetual  thereafter,  preventing  and  restrain- 
ing the  said  defendants  from  the  further  performance  of  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  said  unlawful  agreements. 

''3.  That  an  injunction  may  issue  preventing  and  restraining  the 
said  defendants  from  further  and  continued  violations  of  the  said  act 
of  Ctongress,  approved  July  2,  1890. 

"  4.  Such  other  and  further  relief  as  equity  and  justice  may  require 
In  the  premises." 

Answers  were  filed  and  evidence  taken,  which  was  thus 
[5]  sufficiently  summarized  by  Judge  Butler  in  his  opinion 
in  the  Circuit  Court: 

**  The  material  facts  proved  are  that  the  American  Sugar  Refining 
Co^  one  of  the  defendants,  is  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  Mew  Jer- 
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s^,  and  has  authority  to  purchase,  refine,  and  sell  sagar;  that  the 
Franklin  Sugar  Refinery,  the  E.  G.  Knight  Co.,  the  Spreckels  Sugar 
Refinery,  and  the  Delaware  Sugar  House,  were  incorporated  under 
the  laws  of  Pennsylvania,  and  authorized  to  purchase,  refine,  and  sell 
sugar;  that  the  four  latter  Pennsylyania  companies  Were  located  in 
Philadelphia,  and  prior  to  March,  1892,  produced  about  thirty-three 
per  cent  of  the  total  amount  of  sugar  refined  in  the  United  States, 
and  were  in  active  competition  with  the  American  Sugar  Refining  CJo., 
and  with  each  other,  selling  their  product  wherever  demand  was  found 
for  it  throughout  the  United  States;  that  prior  to  March,  1892,  the 
American  Sugar  Refining  Go.  had  obtained  control  of  all  refineries  in 
the  United  States,  excepting  the  four  located  in  Philadelphia,  and  that 
of  the  Revere  Co.  in  Boston,  the  latter  producing  about  two  per  cent 
of  the  amount  refined  in  this  countr>s  that  in  March,  1892,  the 
American  Sugar  Refining  Co.  entered  into  contracts  (on  different 
dates)  with  the  stockholders  of  each  of  the  Philadelphia  corporations 
named,  whereby  it  purchased  their  stock,  paying  therefor  by  transfers 
of  stock  in  its  company;  that  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Co.  thus 
obtained  possession  of  the  Philadelphia  refineries  and  their  business; 
that  each  of  the  purchases  was  made  subject  to  the  American  Sugar 
Refining  Co.  obtaining  authority  to  increase  its  Stock  ?25,000.000 ;  that 
this  assent  was  subsequently  obtained  and  the  increase  made;  that 
there  was  no  understanding  or  concert  of  action  between  the  stock- 
holders of  the  several  Philadelphia  companies  respecting  the  sales, 
but  that  those  of  each  company  acted  independently  of  those  of  the 
others,  and  in  Ignorance  of  what  was  being  done  by  such  others; 
that  the  stockholders  of  each  company  acted  in  concert  with  each 
other,  understanding  and  intending  that  all  the  stock  and  property  of 
the  company  should  be  sold ;  that  the  contract  of  sale  in  each  Instance 
left  the  sellers  free  to  establish  other  refineries  t^l  &nd  continue  the 
business  if  they  should  see  fit  to  do  so,  and  contained  no  provision  re- 
specting trade  or  commerce  in  sugar,  and  that  no  arrangement  or  pro- 
vision on  this  subject  has  been  made  since ;  that  since  the  purchase  the 
Delaware  Sugar  House  Refinery  has  been  operated  in  conjunction 
with  the  Spreckles  Refinery,  and  the  E.  0.  Knight  Refinery  in  connec- 
tion with  the  Franklin,  this  combination  being  made  apparently  for 
reasons  of  economy  in  conducting  the  business;  that  the  amount  of 
sugar  refined  in  Philadelphia  has  been  increased  since  the  purchases ; 
that  the  price  has  been  slightly  advanced  since  that  event,  but  is  still 
lower  than  it  had  been  for  some  years  before,  and  up  to  within  a  few 
months  of  the  sales ;  that  about  ten  per  cent  of  the  sugar  refined  and 
sold  in  th0  United  States  is  refined  In  other  refineries  than  those  con- 
trolled by  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Co.;  that  some  additional 
sugar  is  produced  in  Louisiana  and  some  Is  brought  from  Europe, 
but  the  amount  is  not  large  in  either  instance. 

''The  object  hi  purdiasing  the  Philadelphia  neilneries  was  to  obtain 
a  greater  influence  or  more  perfect  control  over  the  business  of  refin- 
ing and  selling  sugar  In  this  coimtry." 

The  Circnit  Court  held  that  the  facts  did  not  show  a  con- 
tract oombination^  or  conspiracy  to  restrain  or  monopcdize 
trade  or  commerce  **  among  the  several  States  or  with  foreign 
nations,"  and  dismissed  the  bilL  60  Fed.  Bep.  806.  The 
cause  was  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Third 
Circuit)  and  the  ckcree  affirmed*  60  Fed.  Bep.  984^  This 
I087(n»— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 ^25 
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appeal  was  then  prosecuted.    The  act  of  Congress  of  July  2, 
1890,  c.  647,  is  as  follows: 

"An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints 
and  monopolies. 

"  Sec.  1.  Every  contract,  combination  In  the  form  of  trust  or  other- 
wise, or  conspiracy.  In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  States,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal. 
Every  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such 
combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceedhig 
five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  [7]  year, 
or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

**  Sec.  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize, or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to 
monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
States,  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not 
exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding 
one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

"  Sec.  3.  Every  contract  combination  in  form  of  trust  or  other- 
wise, or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  in  any  Terri- 
tory of  the  United  States  or  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  in  re- 
straint of  trade  or  commerce  between  any  such  Territory  and  another, 
or  between  any  such  Territory  or  Territories  and  any  State  or  States 
or  the  District  of  Ck>lumbia,  or  with  foreign  nations,  or  between  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  any  State  or  States  or  foreign  nations,  is 
hereby  declared  illegal.  Every  person  who  shall  make  any  such  con- 
tract or  engage  in  any  such  combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished 
by  a  fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not 
exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court 

"  Sec.  4.  The  several  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby 
invested  with  Jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrahi  violations  of  this 
act;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the 
United  States,  in  their  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of 
the  Attorney  Qeneral,  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent 
and  restrain  such  violations.  Such  proceedings  may  be  by  way  of 
petition  setting  forth  the  case  and  praying  that  such  violation  shall  be 
enjoined  or  otherwise  prohibited.  When  the  parties  complained  of 
shall  have  been  duly  notified  of  such  petition  the  court  shall  proceed, 
as  soon  as  may  be,  to  the  hearing  and  determination  of  the  case; 
and  pending  such  petition  and  before  final  decree,  the  court  may  at 
any  time  make  such  temporary  [8]  restraining  order  or  prohibition 
as  shall  be  deemed  Just  In  the  premises. 

''Sec. 5.  Whenever  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  before  which  any 
proceeding  under  section  four  of  this  act  may  be  pending,  that  the 
ends  of  Justice  require  that  other  parties  should  be  brought  before 
the  court  the  court  may  cause  them  to  be  summoned,  whether  they 
reside  in  the  district  in  which  the  court  is  held  or  not ;  and  subpoenas 
to  that  end  may  be  served  in  any  district  by  the  marshal  thereof. 

''Sec. 6.  Any  property  owned  under  any  contract  or  by  any  com- 
bination, or  pursuant  to  any  conspiracy  (and  being  the  subject 
thereof)  mentioned  in  section  one  of  this  act,  and  being  in  the  course 
of  transportation  from  one  State  to  another,  or  to  a  foreign  country, 
shaU  be  forfeited  to  the  United  States,  and  may  be  seized  and  oon- 
denmed  by  like  proceedings  as  those  provided  by  law  for  tbe  for- 
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feitare,  sefanire,  and  condemnation  of  property  imported  into  tlie 
United  States  contrary  to  law. 

**  SEa  7.  Any  person  who  shall  be  Injured  in  his  business  or  prop- 
erty by  any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  for- 
bidden or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  therefor  in 
any  Circuit  Ck>nrt  of  the  United  States  In  the  district  in  which  the 
defendant  resides  or  is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in 
controYeray,  and  shall  recover  threefold  the  damages  by  him  sos- 
talned,  and  the  costs  of  suit,  including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee. 

"  SEa  8.  That  the  word  '  person,'  or  '  persons,'  wherever  used  in  this 
act,  shall  be  deemed  to  Include  corporations  and  associations  existing 
under  or  authorized  by  the  laws  of  either  the  United  States,  the  laws 
of  any  of  the  Territories,  the  laws  of  any  State,  or  the  laws  of  any 
forel^  country."    26  Stat  209,  c.  647. 

Mr.  Solicitor  Oeneral  and  Mr.  8.  F.  PhMips^  (with  whom 
was  Mr.  Attorney  Oeneral  on  the  brief,)  for  appellants. 

Mr.  John  O.  Johnson^  (with  whom  was  Mr.  John  E. 
Parsons  on  the  brief,)  for  appellees. 

[9]  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  after  stating  the  case  de- 
livered the  opinion  of  the  court 

By  the  purchase  of  the  stock  of  the  four  Philadelphia 
refineries,  with  shares  of  its  own  stock,  the  American  Sugar 
Refining  Company  acquired  nearly  complete  control  of  the 
manufacture  of  refined  sugar  within  the  ITnited  States.  The 
bill  charged  that  the  contracts  under  which  these  purchases 
were  made  constituted  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade,  and 
that  in  entering  into  them  the  defendants  combined  and  con- 
spired to  restrain  the  trade  and  conmierce  in  refined  sugar 
among  the  several  States  and  with  foreign  nations,  contrary 
to  the  act  of  Congress  of  July  2, 1890. 

The  relief  sought  was  the  cancellation  of  the  agreements 
under  whidi  the  stock  was  transferred ;  the  redelivery  of  the 
stock  to  the  parties  respectively;  and  an  injunction  against 
the  further  performance  of  the  agreements  and  further  viola- 
tions of  the  act  As  usual,  there  was  a  prayer  for  general  re- 
lief, but  only  such  relief  could  be  afforded  under  that  prayer 
as  would  be  agreeable  to  the  case  made  by  the  bill  and  con- 
sistent with  that  specifically  prayed.  And  as  to  the  injunc- 
tion asked,  that  relief  was  ancillary  to  and  in  aid  of  the  pri- 
mary equity,  or  ground  of  suit,  and,  if  that  failed,  would  fall 
with  it    That  ground  here  was  the  existence  of  contracts  to 
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monopolize  int^:'state  or  international  trade  or  commerce,  and 
to  restrain  such  trade  or  commerce,  which,  by  the  provisions 
of  the  act,  could  be  rescinded,  or  operations  thereunder  ar- 
rested. 

In  commenting  upon  the  statute,  21  Jac.  1,  c.  8,  at  the  com- 
mencement of  chapter  85  of  the  third  Institute,  entitled 
^^ Against  Monopolists,  Propounders,  and  Projectors,"  Lord 
Coke,  in  language  often  quoted,  said: 

**  It  appeareth  by  the  preamble  of  this  act  (as  a  Judgment  in  Par- 
liament) that  all  grants  of  monopolies  are  against  the  ancient  and 
fundamental  laws  of  this  Kingdome.  And  therefore  it  is  necessary 
to  define  what  a  monopoly  is. 

"A  monopoly  is  an  institution,  or  allowance  by  the  King  by  his 
grant,  commission,  or  otherwise  to  any  person  or  persons,  bodies  poli- 
tique, or  corporate,  of  or  for  the  sole  [10]  boyiiig,  selling,  making, 
working,  or  using  of  anything,  whereby  any  person  or  persons,  bodies 
politique,  or  corporate,  are  sought  to  be  restrained  of  any  freedome, 
or  liberty  that  they  had  before,  or  hindred  in  their  lawfuU  trade. ' 

"For  the  word  monopoly,  dicitur  dfcb  ra  fidra  (L  solo,)  koA 
ncaXio/iat  (i,  vendere,)  quod  est  cum  unus  solus  tUiquod  genus  tnerca- 
turw  universum  vendit,  ut  solus  vendat,  pretium  ad  suum  libitum 
statuens:  hereof  you  may  read  more  at  large  in  that  case.  Trin.  44 
Eliz.  Lib.  11,  f .  84,  85 ;  le  case  de  monopolies."    3  Inst  181. 

Counsel  contend  that  this  definition,  as  explained  by  the 
derivation  of  the  word,  may  be  applied  to  all  cases  in  which 
'^  one  person  sells  alone  the  whole  of  any  kind  of  marketable 
thing,  so  that  only  he  can  continue  to  sell  it,  fixing  the  price 
at  his  own  pleasure,"  whether  by  virtue  of  legislative  grant 
or  agreement;  that  the  monopolization  referred  to  in  the  act 
of  Congress  is  not  confined  to  the  common  law  sense  of  the 
term  as  implying  an  exclusive  control,  by  authority,  of  one 
branch  of  industry  without  legal  right  of  any  other  person  to 
interfere  therewith  by  competition  or  otherwise,  but  that  it 
includes  engrossing  as  well,  and  covers  controlling  the  market 
by  contracts  securing  the  advantage  of  selling  alone  or  exclu- 
sively all,  or  some  considerable  portion,  of  a  particular  kind 
of  merchandise  or  commodity  to  the  detriment  of  the  public; 
and  that  such  contracts  amount  to  that  restraint  of  trade 
or  commerce  declared  to  be  illegal.  But  the  monopoly  and 
restraint  denounced  by  the  act  are  the  monopoly  and  re- 
straint of  interstate  and  international  trade  or  commerce, 
while  the  conclusion  to  be  assumed  on  this  record  is  that  the 
result  of  the  transaction  complained  of  was  the  creation  of  a 
monopoly  in  the  manufacture  of  a  necessary  of  life. 
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In  the  view  which  we  take  of  the  case,  we  need  not  discuss 
whether  because  the  tentacles  which  drew  the  oatlying  refin- 
eries into  the  dominant  corpcuration  were  separately  put  out, 
therefore  there  was  no  combination  to  monopolize;  or,  be- 
cause, accordiog  to  political  economists,  aggregations  of  capi- 
tal may  reduce  prices,  therefore  the  objection  to  concentration 
of  power  is  relieved ;  or,  because  others  were  theoretically  left 
[11]  free  to  go  into  the  business  of  refining  sugar,  and  tbe 
original  stockholders  of  the  Philadelphia  refineries  after  be- 
coming stockholders  of  the  American  Company  might  go  into 
competition  with  themselves,  or,  parting  with  that  stock, 
might  set  up  again  for  themselves,  therefore  no  objectionable 
restraint  was  imposed. 

The  fundamental  question  is,  whether  conceding  that  the 
existence  of  a  monopoly  in  manufacture  is  established  by  the 
evidence,  that  monopoly  can  be  directly  suppressed  under  the 
act  of  Congress  in  the  mode  attempted  by  this  bill. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  power  of  a  State  to  protect  the 
lives,  health,  and  property  of  its  citizens,  and  to  preserve 
good  order  and  the  public  morals,  ''the  power  to  govern 
men  and  things  within  the  limits  of  its  dominion,"  is  a  power 
originally  and  always  belonging  to  the  States,  not  surren- 
dered by  them  to  the  general  government,  nor  directly  re- 
strained by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  essen- 
tially exclusive.  The  relief  of  the  citizens  of  each  State 
from  the  burden  of  monopoly  and  the  evils  resulting  from 
the  restraint  of  trade  among  such  citizens  was  left  with  the 
States  to  deal  with,  and  this  court  has  recognized  their  pos- 
session of  that  power  even  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  an 
employment  or  business  carried  on  by  private  individuals, 
when  it  becomes  a  matter  of  such  public  interest  and  im- 
portance as  to  create  a  common  charge  or  burden  upon  the 
citizen ;  in  other  words,  when  it  becomes  a  practical  monop- 
oly, to  which  the  citizen  is  compelled  to  resort  and  by  means 
of  which  a  tribute  can  be  exacted  from  the  community,  is 
subject  to  regulation  by  state  legislative  power>  On  the 
other  hand,  the  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce 
among  the  several  States  is  also  exclusive.  The  Constitution 
does  not  provide  that  interstate  commerce  shall  be  free,  but, 
by  the  grant  of  this  exclusive  power  to  regulate  it,  it  was  left 
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free  except  as  Congress  might  impose  restraints.  Therefore 
it  has  been  determined  that  the  failure  of  Congress  to  exer- 
cise this  exclusive  power  in  any  case  is  an  expression  of  its 
will  that  the  subject  shall  be  free  from  restrictions  or  imposi- 
tions upon  it  by  the  several  States,  and  if  a  law  passed  by  a 
State  in  the  exercise  of  its  acknowledged  powers  comes  into 
^conflict  [12]  with  that  will,  the  Congress  and  the  State  can- 
not occupy  the  position  of  equal  opposing  sovereignties, 
because  the  Constitution  declares  its  supremacy  and  that  of 
the  laws  passed  in  pursuance  thereof;  and  that  which  is  not 
supreme  must  yield  to  that  which  is  supreme.  "  Commerce, 
undoubtedly,  is  traffic,"  said  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  "but 
it  is  something  more;  it  is  intercourse.  It  describes  the 
commercial  intercourse  between  nations  and  parts  of  nations 
in  all  its  branches,  and  is  regulated  by  prescribing  rules  for 
carrying  on  that  intercourse."  That  which  belongs  to  com- 
merce is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  but 
that  which  does  not  belong  to  commerce  is  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  police  power  of  the  State.  Gibbons  v.  Ogden^ 
9  Wheat  1,  189,  210;  Brovm  v.  Maryland,  12  Wheat  419, 
448;  The  License  Gases,  6  How.  504,  599;  Mobile  v.  Kim- 
bdU,  102  U.  S.  691 ;  Bovyman  v.  Chicago  dk  N.  TF.  Railway , 
125  U.  S.  465 ;  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  S.  100;  In  re  Rahrer^ 
140  U.  S.  645,  555. 

The  argument  is  that  the  power  to  control  the  manufac- 
ture of  refined  sugar  is  a  monopoly  over  a  necessary  of  life, 
to  the  enjoyment  of  which  by  a  large  part  of  the  population 
of  the  United  States  interstate  commerce  is  indispensable,  and 
that,  therefore,  the  general  government  in  the  exercise  of  the 
power  to  regulate  commerce  may  repress  such  monopoly 
directly  and  set  aside  the  instruments  which  have  created  it. 
But  this  argument  cannot  be  confined  to  necessaries  of  life 
merely,  and  must  include  all  articles  of  general  consumption. 
Doubtless  the  power  to  control  the  manufacture  of  a  given 
thing  involves  in  a  certain  sense  the  control  of  its  disposition, 
but  this  is  a  secondary  and  not  the  primary  sense;  and  al- 
though the  exercise  of  that  power  may  result  in  bringing  the 
operation  of  commerce  into  play,  it  does  not  control  it,  and 
affects  it  only  incidentally  and  indirectly.  Commerce  suc- 
ceeds to  manufacture,  and  is  not  a  part  of  it.    The  power  to 
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regulate  commeroe  is  the  power  to  prescribe  the  rule  by  which 
commerce  shall  be  governed,  and  is  a  power  independent  of 
the  power  to  suppress  monopoly.  But  it  may  operate  in  re- 
pression of  monopoly  whenever  that  comes  within  the  rules 
by  which  commerce  is  governed  or  whenever  the  transaction 
is  itself  a  monopoly  of  commerce. 

[18]  It  is  vital  that  the  independence  of  the  commercial 
power  and  of  the  police  power,  and  the  delimitation  between 
them,  however  sometimes  perplexing,  should  always  be  r^og- 
nized  and  observed,  for  while  the  one  furnishes  the  strongest 
bond  of  union,  the  other  is  essential  to  the  preservation  of 
the  autonomy  of  the  States  as  required  by  our  dual  form  of 
government;  and  acknowledged  evils,  however  grave  and 
urgent  they  may  appear  to  be,  had  better  be  borne,  than  the 
risk  be  run,  in  the  effort  to  suppress  them,  of  more  serious 
consequences  by  resort  to  expedients  of  even  doubtful  consti- 
tutionality. 

It  will  be  perceived  how  far-reaching  the  proposition  is 
that  the  power  of  dealing  with  a  monopoly  directly  may  be 
exercised  by  the  general  government  whenever  interstate  or 
international  commeroe  may  be  ultimately  affected.  The 
regulation  of  conmierce  applies  to  the  subjects  of  conmxerce 
and  not  to  matters  of  internal  police.  Contracts  to  buy,  sell, 
or  exchange  goods  to  be  transported  among  the  several 
States,  the  transportation  and  its  instrumentalities,  and  arti- 
cles bought,  sold,  or  exchanged  for  the  purposes  of  such  tran- 
sit among  the  States,  or  put  in  the  way  of  transit,  may  be 
regulated,  but  this  is  because  they  form  part  of  interstate 
trade  or  commerce.  The  fact  that  an  article  is  manufactured 
for  export  to  another  State  does  not  of  itself  make  it  an  arti- 
cle of  interstate  commerce,  and  the  intent  of  the  manufac- 
turer does  not  determine  the  time  when  the  article  or  product 
passes  from  the  control  of  the  State  and  belongs  to  commerce. 
This  was  so  ruled  in  Coe  v.  Errol^  116  U.  S.  517,  525,  in 
which  the  question  before  the  court  was  whether  certain  logs 
cut  at  a  place  in  New  Hampshire  and  hauled  to  a  river  town 
for  the  purpose  of  transportation  to  the  State  of  Maine  were 
liable  to  be  taxed  like  other  property  in  the  State  of  New 
Hampshire.    Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  delivering  the  opinion 
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of  the  court,  said :  "  Does  the  owner's  state  of  mind  in  rela- 
tion to  the  goods,  that  is,  his  intent  to  export  them,  and  his 
partial  preparation  to  do  so,  exempt  them  from  taxation? 
This  is  the  precise  question  for  solution.  •  •  .  There 
must  be  a  point  of  time  when  they  cease  to  be  governed  ex- 
clusively by  the  domestic  [14J  law  and  begin  to  be  governed 
and  protected  by  the  national  law  of  commercial  regulation, 
and  that  moment  seems  to  us  to  be  a  legitimate  one  for  this 
purpose,  in  which  they  commence  their  final  movement  from 
the  State  of  their  origin  to  that  of  their  destination." 

And  again,  in  Kidd  v.  Pearson^  128  U.  S.  1,  20,  21,  22, 
where  the  question  was  discussed  whether  the  right  of  a  State 
to  enact  a  statute  prohibiting  within  its  limits  the  manufac- 
ture of  intoxicating  liquors,  except  for  certain  purposes, 
could  be  overthrown  by  the  fact  that  the  manufacturer  in- 
tended to  export  the  liquors  when  made,  it  was  held  that  the 
intent  of  the  manufacturer  did  not  determine  the  time  when 
the  article  or  product  passed  from  the  control  of  the  State 
and  belonged  to  commerce,  and  that,  therefore,  the  statute, 
in  omitting  to  except  from  its  operation  the  manufactilro  of 
intoxicating  liquors  within  the  limits  of  the  State  for  export, 
did  not  constitute  an  unauthorized  interference  with  the 
right  of  Congress  to  regulate  commerce.  And  Mr.  Justice 
Lamar  remarked :  ^'  No  distinction  is  more  popular  to  the 
conmion  mind,  or  more  clearly  expressed  in  economic  and 
political  literature,  than  that  between  manufacture  and  com- 
merce. Manufacture  is  transformation — the  fashioning  of 
raw  materials  into  a  change  of  form  for  use.  The  functions 
of  commerce  are  different.  The  buying  and  selling  and  the 
transportation  incidental  thereto  constitute  commerce;  and 
the  regulation  of  commerce  in  the  constitutional  sense  em- 
braces the  regulation  at  least  of  such  transportation.  .  .  . 
If  it  be  held  that  the  term  includes  the  regulation  of  all  such 
manufactures  as  are  intended  to  be  the  subject  of  commercial 
transactions  in  the  future,  it  is  impossible  to  deny  that  it 
would  also  include  all  productive  industries  that  contemplate 
the  same  thing.  The  result  would  be  that  Congress  would 
be  invested,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  States,  with  the  power  to 
regulate,  not  only  manufacturers,  but  also  agriculture,  horti- 
culture, stock  raising,  domestic  fisheries,  mining — ^in  short, 
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every  branch  of  human  industry.  For  is  there  one  of  them 
that  does  not  contemplate,  more  or  less  clearly,  an  interstate 
or  foreign  market?  Does  not  the  wheat  grower  of  the 
Northwest  or  the  cotton  planter  of  the  [15J  South,  plant, 
cultivate,  and  harvest  his  crop  with  an  eye  on  the  prices  at 
Liverpool,  New  York,  and  Chicago  I  The  power  being 
vested  in  Congress  and  denied  to  the  States,  it  would 
follow  as  an  inevitable  result  that  the  duty  would  devolve  on 
Congress  to  regulate  all  of  these  delicate,  multiform  and  vital 
interests — ^interests  which  in  their  nature  are  and  must  be 
local  in  all  the  details  of  their  successful  management.  .  •  . 
The  demands  of  such  a  supervision  would  require,  not  uni- 
form legislation  generally  applicable  throughout  the  United 
States,  but  a  swarm  of  statutes  only  locally  applicable  and 
utterly  inconsistent  Any  movement  toward  the  establish- 
ment of  rules  of  production  in  this  vast  country,  with  its 
many  different  climates  and  opportunities,  could  only  be  at 
the  sacrifice  of  the  peculiar  advantage  of  a  large  part  of 
the  localities  in  it,  if  not  of  every  one  of  them.  On  the  other 
hand,  any  movement  toward  the  local,  detailed  and  incon- 
gruous legislation  required  by  such  interpretaticm  would  be 
about  the  widest  possible  departure  from  the  declared  object 
of  the  clause  in  question.  Nor  this  alone.  Even  in  the  ex- 
erdf^e  of  the  power  contended  for,  Congress  would  be  confined 
to  the  regulation,  not  of  certain  branches  of  industry,  how- 
ever numerous,  but  to  those  instances  in  each  and  every  branch 
where  the  producer  contemplated  an  interstate  market. 
These  instances  would  be  almost  infinite,  as  we  have  seen ; 
but  still  there  would  always  remain  the  possibility,  and  often 
it  would  be  the  case,  that  the  producer  contemplated  a  domes- 
tic market.  In  that  case  the  supervisory  power  must  be  exe- 
cuted by  the  State;  and  the  interminable  trouble  would  be 
presented,  that  whether  the  one  power  or  the  other  should 
exercise  the  authority  in  question  would  be  determined,  not 
by  any  general  or  intelligible  rule,  but  by  the  secret  and 
changeable  intention  of  the  producer  in  each  and  every  act  of 
production.  A  situation  more  paralyzing  to  the  state  gov- 
ernments, and  more  provocative  of  conflicts  between  the  gen- 
eral government  and  the  States,  and  less  likely  to  have  been 
what  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  intended,  it  would  be 
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difficult  to  imagine."  And  see  Veazie  y.  Moor^  14  How.  568, 
674. 

In  Cfibbons  v.  Ogden,  Brown  v.  Maryland^  and  other  cases 
[16]  often  cited,  the  state  laws,  which  were  held  inoperative, 
were  instances  of  direct  interference  with,  or  regulations  of, 
interstate  or  international  commerce;  yet  in  Kidd  v.  Pearson 
the  refusal  of  a  State  to  allow  articles  to  be  manufactured 
within  her  borders  even  for  export  was  held  not  to  directly 
affect  external  commerce,  and  state  legislation  which,  in  a 
great  variety  of  ways,  affected  interstate  commerce  and  per- 
sons engaged  in  it,  has  been- frequently  sustained  because  the 
interference  was  not  direct. 

Contracts,  combinations,  or  conspiracies  to  control  domestic 
enterprise  in  manufacture,  agriculture,  mining,  production  in 
all  its  forms,  or  to  raise  or  lower  prices  or  wages,  might  un- 
questionably tend  to  restrain  external  as  well  as  dcnnestic 
brade,  but  Uie  restraint  would  be  an  indirect  result,  however 
inevitable  and  whatever  its  extent,  and  such  result  would  not 
necessarily  determine  the  object  of  the  contract,  combination, 
or  conspiracy. 

Again,  all  the  authorities  agree  that  in  order  to  vitiate  a 
contract  or  combination  it  is  not  essential  that  its  result 
should  be  a  complete  monopoly;  it  is  sufficient  if  it  really 
tends  to  that  end  and  to  deprive  the  public  of  the  advantages 
which  flow  from  free  competition.  Slight  reflection  will 
show  that  if  the  national  power  extends  to  all  contracts  and 
combinations  in  manufacture,  agriculture,  mining,  and  other 
productive  industries,  whose  ultimate  result  may  affect  ex- 
ternal commerce,  comparatively  little  of  business  operations 
and  affairs  would  be  left  for  state  control. 

It  was  in  the  light  of  well-settled  principles  that  the  act  of 
July  2, 1890,  was  framed.  Congress  did  not  attempt  thereby 
to  assert  the  power  to  deal  with  monopoly  directly  as  such ;  or 
to  limit  and  restrict  the  rights  of  corporations  created  by  the 
States  or  the  citizens  of  the  States  in  the  acquisition,  control, 
or  disposition  of  property;  or  to  regulate  or  prescribe  the 
price  or  prices  at  which  .such  property  or  the  products  thereof 
should  be  sold ;  or  to  make  criminal  the  acts  of  persons  in  the 
acquisition  and  control  of  property  which  the  States  of  their 
residence  or  creation  sanctioned  or  permitted.    Aside  from 
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the  proTisigns  applicable  where  Congress  might  exercise  mu- 
[17]nicipal  power,  what  the  law  struck  at  was  combinations, 
contracts,  and  conspiracies  to  monopolize  trade  and  conmiei*ce 
among  the  several  States  or  with  foreign  nations;  but  the 
contracts  and  acts  of  the  defendants  related  exclusively  to 
the  acquisition  of  the  Philadelphia  refineries  and  the  business 
of  sugar  refining  in  Pennsylvania,  and  bore  no  direct  relation 
to  commerce  between  the  States  or  with  foreign  nations. 
The  object  was  manifestly  private  gain  in  the  manufacture 
of  the  commodity,  but  not  through  the  control  of  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce.  It  is  true  that  the  bill  alleged  that 
the  products  of  these  refineries  were  sold  and  distributed 
among  the  several  States,  and  that  all  the  companies  were 
engaged  in  trade  or  commerce  with  the  several  States  and 
with  foreign  nations;  but  this  was  no  more  than  to  say  that 
trade  and  commerce  served  manufacture  to  fulfil  its  function. 
Sugar  was  refined  for  sale,  and  sales  were  probably  made  at 
Philadelphia  for  consumption,  and  undoubtedly  for  resale 
by  the  first  purchasers  throughout  Pennsylvania  and  other 
States,  and  refined  sugar  was  also  forwarded  by  the  com- 
panies to  other  States  for  sale.  Nevertheless  it  does  not 
follow  that  an  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  the  actual  monopoly 
of,  the  manufacture  was  an  attempt,  whether  executory  or 
consummated,  to  monopolize  conmierce,  even  though,  in  order 
to  dispose  of  the  product,  the  instrumentality  of  onnmerce 
was  necessarily  invoked.  There  was  nothing  in  the  proofs 
to  indicate  any  intention  to  put  a  restraint  upon  trade  or 
conmierce,  and  the  fact,  as  we  have  seen,  that  trade  or  com- 
merce might  be  indirectly  affected  was  not  enough  to  entitle 
complainants  to  a  decree.  The  subject-matter  of  the  sale 
was  shares  of  manufacturing  stock,  and  the  relief  sought  was 
the  surrender  of  property  which  had  already  passed  and  the 
suppression  of  the  alleged  monopoly  in  manufacture  by  the 
restoration  of  the  status  quo  before  the  transfers;  yet  the  act 
of  Congress  only  authorized  the  Circuit  Courts  to  proceed  by 
way  of  preventing  and  restraining  violations  of  the  act  in 
respect  of  contracts,  combinations,  or  conspiracies  in  restraint 
of  interstate  or  international  trade  or  commerce. 

The  Circuit  Court  declined,  upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs, 
[18]  to  grant  the  relief  prayed,  and  dismissed  the  bill,  and 
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we  are  of  opinion  that  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  did  not 
err  in  affirming  that  decree. 

Decree  afflTTned. 

Mb.  Justice  Harlan,  dissenting. 

Prior  to  the  4th  day  of  March,  1892,  the  American  Sngar 
Refining  Company,  a  corporation  organized  under  a  general 
statute  of  New  Jersey  for  the  purpose  of  buying,  manufac- 
turing, refining,  and  selling  sugar  in  different  parts  of  the 
country,  had  obtained  the  control  of  all  the  sugar  refineries 
in  the  United  States  except  five,  of  which  four  were  owned 
and  operated  by  Pennsylvania  corporations — ^the  E.  C.  Knight 
Company,  the  Franklin  Sugar  Refining  Company,  Spreckels' 
Sugar  Refining  Company,  and  the  Delaware  Sugar  House — 
and  the  other,  by  the  Revere  Sugar  Refinery  of  Bost<m. 
These  five  corporations  were  all  in  active  competition  with 
the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  and  with  each  other. 
The  product  of  the  Pennsylvania  companies  was  about  thirty- 
three  per  cent,  and  that  of  the  Boston  company  about  two 
per  cent,  of  the  entire  quantity  of  sugar  refined  in  the  United 
States. 

In  March,  1892,  by  means  of  contracts  or  arrangements 
with  stockholders  of  the  four  Pennsylvania  companies,  the 
New  Jersey  corporation — using  for  that  purpose  its  own 
stock — purchased  the  stock  of  those  companies,  and  thus  ob- 
tained absolute  control  of  the  entire  business  of  sugar  refin- 
ing in  the  United  States  except  that  done  by  the  Boston  com- 
pany, which  is  too  small  in  amount  to  be  regarded  in  this 
discussion. 

"The  object,"  the  court  below  said,  "in  purchasing  the 
Philadelphia  refineries  was  to  obtain  a  greater  influence  or 
more  perfect  control  over  the  business  of  refining  and  selling 
sugar  in  this  country.^^  This  characterization  of  the  object 
for  which  this  stupendous  combination  was  formed  is  prop- 
erly accepted  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  justified  by  the 
proof.  I  need  not  therefore  analyze  the  evidence  upon  this 
point.  In  its  consideration  of  the  important  constitutional 
question  presented,  this  court  assumes  on  the  record  before  us 
[19]  that  the  result  of  the  transactions  disclosed  by  the 
pleadings  and  proof  was  the  creation  of  a  monopoly^in  the 
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manufacture  of  a  necessary  of  life.  If  this  ocmibination,  so  far 
as  its  operations  necessarily  or  directly  affect  interstate  com- 
merce, cannot  be  restrained  or  suppressed  under  some  power 
granted  to  Congress,  it  will  be  cause  for  regret  that  the  patri- 
otic statesdn^i  who  framed  the  C!onstitution  did  not  foresee 
the  necessity  of  investing  the  national  government  with  power 
to  deal  with  gigantic  monopolies  holding  in  their  grasp, 
and  injuriously  controlling  in  their  own  interest,  the  entire 
trade  among  IJie  States  in  food  products  that  are  essential  to 
the  c<Mnfort  of  every  household  in  the  land. 

The  court  holds  it  to  be  vital  in  our  system  of  government 
to  recognise  and  give  effect  to  both  the  commercial  power  of 
the  nation  and  the  poUoe  powers  of  the  States,  to  the  end 
that  the  Union  be  strengthened  and  the  autonomy  of  the 
States  preserved.  In  this  view  I  entirely  concur.  Un- 
doubtedly, the  preservati(m  of  the  just  authority  of  the  States 
is  an  object  of  deep  concern  to  every  lover  of  his  country. 
No  greater  calunity  could  befall  our  free  institutions  than  the 
destruction  of  that  authority,  by  whatever  means  such  a  re- 
sult might  be  accomplished.  "  Without  the  States  in  union,** 
this  court  has  said,  *^  there  could  be  no  such  political  body  as 
the  United  States."  Lane  County  v.  Oregon^  7  Wall,  71,  76. 
But  it  is  equally  true  that  the  preservation  of  the  just  author- 
ity of  the  General  Government  is  essential  as  well  to  the 
safety  of  the  States  as  to  the  attainment  of  the  important 
ends  iot  which  that  government  was  ordained  by  the  People 
of  tlie  United  States;  and  the  destruction  of  that  authority 
would  be  fatal  to  the  peace  and  weU-being  of  the  American 
people.  The  Constitution  which  enumerates  the  powers 
committed  to  the  nation  for  objects  of  interest  to  the  people 
of  all  the  States  should  not,  therefore,  be  subjected  to  an 
interpretation  so  rigid,  technical,  and  narrow,  that  those 
objects  cannot  be  accomplished.  Learned  counsel  in  Oib- 
hops  V.  Ogdenj  9  Wheat.  1,  187,  having  suggested  that  the 
Constitution  should  be  strictly  construed,  this  court,  speaking 
by  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  said  that  when  the  original  States 
"  converted  their  league  into  a  [20]  government,  when  they 
converted  their  Congress  of  Ambassadors,  deputed  to  delib- 
erate on  their  common  concerns,  and  to  recommend  measures 
of  g^ieral  utility,  into  a  legislature  ^npowered  to  enact  laws 
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on  the  most  interesting  subjects,  the  whole  character  in  which 
the  States  appear  underwent  a  change,  the  extent  of  which 
must  be  determined  by  a  fair  consideration  of  the  instrument 
by  which  that  change  was  effected."  ^^  What  do  gentlemen 
mean,"  the  court  inquired,  ^^by  a  strict  construction  t  If 
they  contend  only  against  that  enlarged  construction,  which 
would  extend  words  beyond  their  natural  and  obvious  import, 
one  might  question  the  application  of  the  term,  but  should 
not  controvert  the  principle.  If  they  contend  for  that  nar- 
row construction  which,  in  support  of  some  theory  not  to  be 
found  in  the  Constitution,  would  deny  to  the  government 
those  powers  which  the  words  of  the  grant,  as  usually  under- 
stood, import,  and  which  are  consistent  with  the  general 
views  and  objects  of  the  instrument — for  that  narrow  con- 
struction, which  would  cripple  the  government,  and  render 
it  unequal  to  the  objects  for  which  it  is  declared  to  be  insti- 
tuted, and  to  which  the  powers  given,  as  fairly  understood, 
render  it  competent — ^then  we  cannot  perceive  the  propriety 
of  this  strict  construction,  nor  adopt  it  as  the  rule  by  which 
the  Constitution  is  to  be  expounded."  p.  188.  On  the  same 
occasion  the  principle  was  announced  that  the  objects  for 
which  a  power  was  granted  to  Congress,  especially  when 
those  objects  are  expressed  in  the  Constitution  itself,  should 
have  great  influence  in  determining  the  extent  of  any  given 
power. 

Congress  is  invested  with  power  to  regulate  conmierce  with 
foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  States.  The  power  to 
regulate  is  the  power  to  prescribe  the  rule  by  which  the  sub- 
ject regulated  is  to  be  governed.  It  is  one  that  must  be  exer- 
cised whenever  necessary  throughout  the  territorial  limits  of 
the  several  States.  Cohens  v.  Virginia^  6  Wheat  264,  418. 
The  power  to  make  these  regulations  ^'  is  complete  in  itself, 
may  be  exercised  to  its  utmost  extent,  and  acknowledges  no 
limitations,  other  than  are  prescribed  in  the  Constitution." 
It  is  plenary  because  vested  in  Congress  ^^  as  absolutely  as  it 
[21]  would  be  in  a  single  government  having  in  its  constitu- 
tion the  same  restrictions  on  the  exercise  of  the  power  as  are 
found  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States."  It  may  be 
exercised  "  whenever  the  subjects  exists."  Gibbons  v.  Ogden^ 
9  Wheat  1, 195, 196.    In  his  concurring  opinion  in  that  case^ 
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Mr.  Justice  Johnson  observed  that  the  grant  to  Congress  of 
the  power  to  regulate  commerce  carried  with  it  the  whole  sub- 
ject, leaving  nothing  for  the  State  to  act  upon,  and  that  ^^  if 
there  was  any  one  object  riding  over  every  other  in  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution,  it  was  to  keep  amunercial  in- 
tercourse among  the  States  free  from  aU  invidious  and  par- 
tial restraints."  p.  231.  ^  In  all  commercial  regulations 
we  are  one  and  the  same  people."  Mr.  Justice  Bradley, 
speaking  for  this  court,  said  that  the  United  States  are  but 
one  country,  and  are  and  must  be  subject  to  one  system  of 
regulations  in  respect  to  interstate  conmierce.  Bobbins  v. 
Shelby  Tawing  District,  120  U.  S.  489,  494. 

What  is  commerce  among  the  States?  The  decisions  of 
this  court  fully  answer  the  question.  "  Commerce,  undoubt- 
edly, is  traffic,  but  it  is  something  more :  it  is  intercourse.  It 
does  not  embrace  the  completely  interior  traffic  of  the  respec- 
tive States — that  which  is  '^  carried  on  between  man  and  man 
in  a  State,  or  between  different  parts  of  the  same  State  and 
which  dqes  not  extend  to  or  affect  other  States  " — but  it  does 
embrace  '^  every  q)ecies  of  conmiercial  intercourse  "  between 
the  United  States  and  foreign  nations  and  among  the  States, 
and,  therefore,  it  includes  such  traffic  or  trade,  buying,  sell- 
ing, and  interchange  of  commodities,  as  directly  affects  or  nec- 
essarily involves  the  interests  of  the  People  of  United  States. 
^Conmierce,  as  the  word  is  used  in  the  Constitution,  is  a 
unit,"  and  '^  cannot  stop  at  the  external  boundary  line  of  each 
State,  but  may  be  introduced  into  the  interior."  "  The  ge- 
nius and  character  of  the  whole  government  seem  to  be,  that 
its  action  is  to  be  applied  to  all  the  external  concerns  of  the 
nation,  and  to  those  internal  concerns  which  affect  the  States 
generally?^ 

These  principles  were  announced  in  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  and 
have  often  been  approved.  It  is  the  settled  doctrine  of  this 
[82]  court  that  interstate  conmierce  embraces  something 
more  than  the  mere  physical  transportation  of  articles  of 
property,  and  the  vehicles  or  vessels  by  which  such  trans- 
pcMrtation  is  effected.  In  County  of  Mobile  v.  KimbaU^  102 
U.  S.  691,  702,  it  was  said  that  "commerce  with  foreign 
countries  and  among  the  States,  strictly  considered,  consists 
in  intercourse  and  traffic,  including,  in  these  terms,  naviga- 
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tion  and  the  transportation  and  transit  of  persons  and  prop- 
erty, 08  well  08  the  purchase,  sale,  and  exchange  of  commodi- 
ties." In  Olotic€8ter  Ferry  Co.  v.  Pen/jMylvania^  114  U.  S. 
196,  203,  the  language  of  the  court  was :  ^^  Commerce  among 
the  States  consists  of  intercourse  and  traffic  between  their 
citizens,  and  includes  the  transportation  of  persons  and 
property,  and  the  navigation  of  public  waters  for  that  pur- 
pose, €t8  well  as  the  purchase,  sale,  and  exchange  of  com- 
modities. The  power  to  regulate  that  conmierce,  as  well  as 
oonmierce  with  foreign  nations,  vested  in  Congress,  is  the 
power  to  prescribe  the  rules  by  which  it  dball  be  governed, 
that  is,  the  conditions  upon  whidi  it  shall  be  conducted;  to 
determine  when  it  shall  be  free,  and  when  subject  to  duties 
or  other  exactions."  In  Kidd  v.  Pearsan^  128  U.  S.  1,  30, 
it  was  said  that ''  the  buying  and  selling,  and  the  tran^)orta- 
tion  incidental  thereto  constitute  conmieroe."  Interstate 
commerce  does  not,  therefore,  consist  in  transportation  sim- 
ply. It  includes  the  purchase  and  sale  of  articles  that  are 
intended  to  be  transported  from  one  State  to  anoth^ — every 
species  of  commercial  intercourse  among  the  States  and  with 
foreign  nations. 

In  the  light  of  these  principles,  determining  as  well  the 
scope  of  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  States  as 
the  nature  of  such  commerce,  we  are  to  inquire  whether  the 
act  of  Congress  of  July  2,  1890,  c.  647,  entitled  ^'An  act  to 
protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and 
monopolies,"  26  Stat  209,  is  repugnant  to  the  Constitution. 

By  that  act  ''every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of 
trust  or  otherwise^  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  States  or  with  foreign  nations,"  is 
declared  to  be  illegal,  and  every  person  making  any  sudi 
contract,  or  engaging  in  any  such  combination  or  conspiracy, 
[28]  is  to  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  punish- 
able, on  conviction,  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand 
dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by 
both  said  punishments  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  §  1.  It 
is  also  made  a  misdemeanor,  pimishable  in  like  manner,  for 
any  person  to  '^monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or 
combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  (Mr  persons  to 
monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commeroe  among  the 
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«0Mm{  iS^o^  or  with  foreign  nations."  §2.  The  act  also  de- 
clares illegal  ^  every  contract,  combination  in  form  of  trust 
or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  c(»n- 
merce  in  any  Territory  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  or  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  between 
any  such  Territory  and  another,  or  between  any  such  Terri- 
tory or  Territories  or  any  State  or  States  or  the  District  of 
Columbia,  or  with  foreign  nations,  or  between  the  District  of 
Columbia  and  any  State  or  States  or  foreign  nations,''  and 
prescribes  the  same  punishments  for  every  person  ma^lring 
any  such  contract,  or  engaging  in  any  such  combination  or 
conspiracy.    §  8. 

The  fourth  section  of  the  act  is  in  these  words:  ^  Sec  4. 
The  several  Circuit  Courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby 
invested  with  jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations 
of  this  act;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district 
attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their  respective  districts, 
under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney  General,  to  institute 
proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain  such  violations. 
Such  proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  petition  setting  forth 
the  case  and  praying  that  such  violation  shall  be  enjoined 
or  otherwise  prohibited.  When  the  parties  complained  of 
shall  have  been  duly  notified  of  such  petition  the  court  shall 
proceed,  as  soon  as  may  be,  to  the  hearing  and  determination 
of  the  case;  and  pending  such  petition  and  hetore  final  de- 
cree, the  court  may  at  any  time  make  such  temporary  restrain- 
ing order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be  deemed  just  in  the 
premises.'' 

It  would  seem  to  be  indisputable  that  no  combination  of 
corporations  or  individuals  can,  of  rights  impose  unlawful 
restraints  upon  inieratate  trade,  whether  upon  transportation 
or  upon  such  interstate  intercourse  and  traffic  as  precede 
trans-  [84]  portation,  any  more  than  it  can,  of  rights  impose 
unreasonable  restraints  upon  the  completely  internal  traffic 
of  a  State.  The  supposition  cannot  be  indulged  that  this 
general  proposition  will  be  disputed.  If  it  be  true  that  a 
combination  of  corporations  <xt  individuals  may,  so  far  as 
the  power  of  Congress  is  concerned,  subject  interstate  trade, 
in  any  of  its  stages,  to  unlawful  restraints,  the  conclusion 
18  inevitable  that  the  Constitution  has  failed  to  accomplish 
10870**— 8.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 ^26 
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one  primary  object  of  the  Union,  which  was  to  place  com- 
merce among  the  States  under  the  control  of  the  common 
government  of  all  the  people,  and  thereby  relieve  or  protect 
it  against  burdens  or  restrictions  imposed,  by  whatever 
authority,  for  the  benefit  of  particular  localities  or  special 
interests. 

The  fundamental  inquiry  in  this  case  is.  What,  in  a  legal 
sense,  is  an  unlawful  restraint  of  trade? 

Sir  William  Erie,  formerly  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common 
Pleas,  in  his  essay  on  the  Law  Relating  to  Trades  Unions, 
well  said  that  "restraint  of  trade,  according  to  a  general 
principle  of  the  common  law,  is  unlawful ;"  that "  at  common 
law  every  person  has  individually,  and  the  public  also  have 
collectively  J  a  right  to  require  that  the  course  of  trade  should 
be  kept  free  from  unreasonable  obstruction;  '*  and  that  "  the 
right  to  a  free  course  for  trade  is  of  great  importance  to 
commerce  and  productive  industry,  and  has  been  carefully 
maintained  by  those  who  have  administered  the  conmion 
law.''    pp.  6,  7,  8. 

There  is  a  partial  restraint  of  trade  which,  in  certain  cir- 
cumstances, is  tolerated  by  the  law.  The  rule  upon  that 
subject  is  stated  in  Oregon  Steam  Nav.  Go.  v.  Winsor^  20 
Wall.  64, 66,  where  it  was  said  that "  an  agreement  in  general 
restraint  of  trade  is  illegal  and  void ;  but  an  agreement  which 
operates  merely  in  partial  restraint  of  trade  is  good,  provided 
it  be  not  unreasonable  and  there  be  a  consideration  to  sup- 
port it.  In  order  that  it  may  not  be  unreasonable,  the  re- 
straint imposed  must  not  be  larger  than  is  required  for  the 
necessary  protection  of  the  party  with  whom  the  contract  is 
made.  Homer  v.  Graves^  7  Bing.  735,  748.  A  contract, 
even  on  good  consideration,  not  to  use  a  trade  anjrwhere  in 
England  is  held  void  in  that  country  as  being  too  general  a 
restraint  of  trade.** 

[25]  But  a  general  restraint  of  trade  has  often  resulted 
from  combinations  formed  for  the  purpose  of  controlling 
prices  by  destroying  the  opportunity  of  buyers  and  sellers 
to  deal  with  each  other  upon  the  basis  of  fair,  open,  free 
competition.  Combinations  of  this  character  have  frequently 
been  the  subject  of  judicial  scrutiny,  and  have  always  been 
condemned  as  illegal  because  of  their  necessary  tendency  to 
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restrain  trade.  Such  combinations  are  against  common  iright 
and  are  crimes  against  the  public.  To  some  of  the  cases  of 
that  character  it  will  be  well  to  refer. 

In  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Penn.  St. 
178,  184,  186,  187,  the  principal  question  was  as  to  the 
validity  of  a  contract  made  between  five  coal  corporations  of 
Pennsylvania,  by  which  they  divided  between  themselves  two 
coal  regions  of  which  they  had  the  control.  The  referee  in 
the  case  found  that  those  companies  acquired  under  their 
arrangement  the  power  to  control  the  entire  market  for  bitu- 
minous coal  in  the  northern  part  of  the  State,  and  their  com- 
bination was,  therefore,  a  restraint  upon  trade  and  against 
public  policy.  In  response  to  the  suggestion  that  the  real 
purpose  of  the  combination  was  to  lessen  expenses,  to  ad- 
vance the  quality  of  coal,  and  to  deliver  it  in  the  markets 
intended  to  be  supplied  in  the  best  order  to  the  consumer,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  said:  "This  is  denied  by 
the  defendants;  but  it  seems  to  us  it  is  inunaterial  whetlier 
these  positions  are  sustained  or  not  Admitting  their  correct- 
ness, it  does  not  follow  that  these  advantages  redeem  the 
contract  from  the  obnoxious  effects  so  strikingly  presented 
by  the  referee.  The  important  fact  is  that  these  companies 
control  this  immense  coal  field ;  that  it  is  the  great  source  of 
supply  of  bituminous  coal  to  the  State  of  New  York  and 
large  territories  westward ;  that  by  this  contract  they  control 
the  price  of  coal  in  this  extensive  market,  and  make  it  bring 
sums  it  would  not  command  if  left  to  the  natural  laws  of 
trade ;  that  it  concerns  an  article  of  prime  necessity  for  many 
uses;  that  its  operation  is  general  in  this  large  region,  and 
affects  all  who  use  coal  as  a  fuel,  and  this  is  accomplished  by  a 
combination  of  all  the  companies  engaged  in  this  branch  of 
business  [86]  in  the  large  region  where  they  operate.  The 
combination  is  wide  in  scope,  general  in  its  influence,  and  in- 
jurious in  effects.  These  being  its  features,  the  contract  is 
against  public  policy,  illegal,  and  therefore  void."  Again, 
in  the  same  case:  "The  effects  produced  on  the  public  in- 
terests lead  to  the  consideration  of  another  feature  of  great 
weight  in  determining  the  illegality  of  the  contract,  to  wit. 
the  combination  resorted  to  by  these  five  companies.    Singly 
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each  might  have  suspended  deliveries  and  sales  of  coal  to 
suit  its  own  interests,  and  might  have  raised  the  price,  even 
though  this  might  have  been  detrimental  to  the  public  in- 
terest There  is  a  certain  freedom  which  must  be  allowed  to 
every  one  in  the  management  of  his  own  affairs.  When 
competition  is  left  free,  individual  error  or  folly  will  gen- 
erally find  a  correction  in  the  conduct  of  others.  But  here 
is  a  combination  of  all  the  companies  operating  in  the  Bloss- 
burg  and  Barclay  mining  regions,  and  controlling  their  en- 
tire productions.  They  have  combined  together  to  govern 
the  supply  and  the  price  of  coal  in  all  the  markets  from  the 
Hudson  to  the  Mississippi  rivers,  and  from  Pennsylvania 
to  the  lakes.  This  combination  has  a  power  in  its  con- 
federated form  which  no  individual  action  can  confer.  The 
public  interest  must  succumb  to  it,  for  it  has  left  no  com- 
petition free  to  correct  its  baleful  influence.  When  the  sup- 
ply of  coal  is  suspended  the  demand  for  it  becomes  importu- 
nate, and  prices  must  rise.  Or  if  the  supply  goes  forward, 
the  price  fixed  by  the  confederates  must  accompany  it.  The 
domestic  hearth,  the  furnaces  of  the  iron  master,  and  the  fires 
of  the  manufacturer,  all  feel  the  restraint,  while  many  de- 
pendent hands  are  paralyzed  and  hungry  mouths  are  stinted. 
The  influence  of  a  lack  of  supply  or  a  rise  in  the  price  of  an 
article  of  such  prime  necessity  cannot  be  measured.  It  per- 
meates the  entire  mass  of  community,  and  leaves  few  of  its 
members  untouched  by  its  withering  blight  Such  a  combi- 
nation is  more  than  a  contract;  it  is  an  offence.  ^  I  take  it,' 
said  Gibson,  J.,  ^  a  combination  is  criminal  whenever  the  act 
to  be  done  has  a  necessary  tendency  to  prejudice  the  public 
or  to  oppress  individuals,  by  unjustly  subjecting  them  to  the 
power  of  the  confederates,  and  giving  effect  to  the  purpose  of 
the  [27]  latter,  whether  of  extortion  or  of  mischief.'  Cam- 
marvwealth  v.  Carlisle^  Brightly,  (Penn.,)  40.  In  all  such 
combinations  where  the  purpose  is  injurious  or  unlawful, 
the  gist  of  the  offence  is  the  conspiracy.  Men  can  often  do 
by  the  combination  of  many  what  severally  no  one  could 
accomplish,  and  even  what  when  done  by  one  would  be  inno- 
cent'' "There  is  a  potency  in  numl)ers  when  combined, 
which  the  law  cannot  overlook,  where  injury  is  the  conse- 
quence." 
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This  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  PennsylTania  was  cited 
with  approval  in  Amot  v.  PUtaton  <k  Ehnira  Coal  Oo.^  68 
N.  Y.  668,  665,  which  involved  the  validity  of  a  contact  be- 
tween two  coal  companies,  the  object  and  effect  of  which  was 
to  give  one  of  them  the  monopoly  of  the  trade  in  coal  in  a 
particular  r^on,  by  which  the  price  of  that  commodity 
could  be  artificially  enhanced.  The  Court  of  Appeals  of 
New  York  held  that  ^^  a  combination  to  effect  such  a  purpose 
is  inimical  to  the  interests  of  the  public,  and  that  all  con- 
tracts designed  to  effect  such  an  end  are  contrary  to  public 
policy,  and  therefore  illegal.  ...  If  they  should  be  sus- 
tained, the  prices  of  articles  of  pure  necessity,  such  as  coal, 
flour  and  other  indispensable  commodities,  might  be  artifi- 
cially raised  to  a  ruinous  extent  far  exceeding  any  naturally 
resulting  from  the  proportion  between  supply  and  demand. 
No  illustration  of  the  mischief  of  such  ccmtracts  is  perhaps 
more  apt  than  a  monopoly  of  anthracite  coal,  the  r^on  of 
the  production  of  which  is  known  to  be  limited."  See  also 
Hooker  v.  Vandewater,  4  Denio,  851,  352;  Stanton  v.  AUeny 
6  Denio,  484;  Saratoga  Bank  v.  Kinff^  44  N.  Y.  87. 

In  Central  Ohio  Salt  Co.  v.  Guthriej  86  Ohio  St  666,  672, 
the  principal  question  was  as  to  the  legality  of  an  association 
of  substantially  all  the  manufacturers  of  salt  in  a  large  salt 
producing  territory.  After  adverting  to  the  rule  that  con- 
tracts in  general  restraint  of  trade  are  against  public  policy, 
and  to  the  agreement  there  in  question,  it  was  said :  ^^  Public 
policy,  unquestionably,  favors  competition  in  trade  to  the 
end  ^at  its  commodities  may  be  affcnrded  to  the  consumer  as 
cheaply  as  possible,  and  is  opposed  to  monopolies,  which 
tend  to  advance  market  prices,  to  the  injury  of  the  general 
public.  [88]  .  .  .  The  dear  tendency  of  such  an  agree- 
ment is  to  establish  a  monopoly,  and  to  destroy  competition 
in  trade,  and  for  that  reason,  on  grounds  of  public  policy, 
the  courts  will  not  aid  in  its  enforcement.  It  is  no  answer 
to  say  that  competition  in  the  salt  trade  was  not  in  fact  d^ 
stroyed,  or  that  the  price  of  the  commodity  was  not  unrea- 
sonably advanced.  Courts  will  not  stop  to  inquire  as  to  the 
degree  of  injury  inflicted  upon  the  public;  it  is  enough  to 
know  that  the  inevitable  tendency  of  such  contracts  is  inju- 
rious to  the  public" 
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In  Craft  v.  McGorumghy^  79  Illinois,  846,  349,  860,  which 
related  to  a  combination  between  all  the  grain  dealers  of  a 
particular  town  to  stifle  competition,  and  to  obtain  control 
of  the  price  of  grain,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  said: 
^  While  the  argument,  upon  its  face,  would  seem  to  indicate 
that  the  parties  had  formed  a  copartnership  for  the  purpose 
of  trading  in  grain,  yet,  from  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and 
the  other  proof  in  iiie  record,  it  is  apparent  that  the  true 
object  was,  to  form  a  secret  combination  which  would  stifle 
all  competition,  and  enable  the  parties,  by  secret  and  fraudu- 
lent means,  to  control  the  price  of  grain,  cost  of  storage,  and 
expense  of  shipment.  In  other  words,  the  four  firms,  by  a 
shrewd,  deep-laid,  secret  combination,  attempted  to  control 
and  monopolize  the  entire  grain  trade  of  the  town  and  sur- 
rounding country.  That  the  effect  of  this  c(mtract  was  to 
restrain  the  trade  and  commerce  of  the  coimtry^*  is  a  propo- 
sition that  cannot  be  successfully  denied.  We  understand 
it  to  be  a  well-settled  rule  of  law,  that  an  agreement  in  gen- 
eral restraint  of  trade  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  illegal 
and  void,  but  an  agreement  in  partial  or  particular  restraint 
upon  trade  has  been  held  good,  where,  the  restraint  was  only 
partial,  consideration  adequate,  and  the  restriction  reason- 
able.'' ^' While  these  parties  were  in  business,  in  competi- 
tion with  each  other,  they  had  the  undoubted  right  to  estab- 
lish their  own  rates  for  grain  stored  and  commissions  for 
shipment  and  sale.  They  could  pay  as  high  or  low  a  price 
for  grain  as  they  saw  proper,  and  as  they  could  make  con- 
tracts with  the  producer.  So  long  as  competition  was  free, 
the  interest  of  the  public  was  safe.  The  laws  of  trade,  in 
connection  with  the  right  of  competition,  were  all  the 
[29]  guaranty  the  public  required,  but  the  secret  combina- 
tion created  by  the  contract  destroyed  all  competition  and 
created  a  monopoly  against  whidi  the  public  interest  had 
no  protection." 

These  principles  were  applied  in  People  v.  Chicago  Gas 
Trust  Co.^  180  Illinois,  269, 292, 297,  which  involved  the  valid- 
ity of  a  corporation  formed  for  the  purpose  of  operating  gas 
works,  and  of  manufacturing  and  selling  gas,  and  which,  for 
the  purpose  of  destroying  competition,  acquired  the  stodc  of 
four  othox  gas  companies,  and  thereby  obtained  a  monopoly 
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in  the  business  of  furnishing  illuminating  gas  to  the  city  of 
Chicago  and  its  inhabitants.  The  court,  in  declaring  the  or- 
ganization of  the  company  to  be  illegal,  said :  '^  The  fact  that 
the  appellee,  almost  immediately  after  its  organization, 
bought  up  a  majority  of  the  shares  of  stock  of  each  of  these 
companies,  shows  that  it  was  not  making  a  mere  investment 
of  surplus  funds,  but  that  it  designed  and  intended  to  bring 
the  four  companies  under  its  control,  and  by  crushing  out 
competition  to  monopolize  the  gas  business  in  Chicago/' 
^^  Of  what  avail,"  said  the  court,  '^  is  it  that  any  number  of 
gas  companies  may  be  formed  under  the  general  incorpora- 
tion law,  if  a  giant  trust  company  can  be  clothed  with  the 
power  of  buying  up  and  holding  the  stock  and  property  of 
such  companies,  and,  through  the  control  thereby  attained, 
can  direct  all  their  operations  and  weld  them  into  one  huge 
combination?" 

So,  in  India  Bagging  Association  v.  Kock^  14  La.  Ann. 
168,  where  the  court  passed  upon  the  legality  of  an  associa- 
tion of  various  commercial  firms  in  New  Orleans  that  were 
engaged  in  the  sale  of  India  bagging,  it  was  said:  ''The 
agreement  between  the  parties  was  palpably  and  unequivo- 
cably  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  to  enhance 
the  price  in  the  market  of  an  article  of  primary  necessity 
to  cotton  planters.  Such  combinations  are  contrary  to  pub- 
lic order,  and  cannot  be  enforced  in  a  court  of  justice." 

In  Santa  Clara  Mill  <&  Lumber  Go.  v.  Hayes^  76  Cali- 
fornia, 887,  390,  which  related  to  a  combination,  the  result 
of  certain  contracts  among  certain  manufacturers,  the  court 
found  that  the  object,  purpose,  and  consideration  of  those 
contracts  was  to  form  a  combination  among  all  the  manufac- 
turers of  lumber  [80]  at  or  near  a  particular  place,  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  increasing  the  price  of  that  article,  limiting 
the  amount  to  be  manufactured,  and  giving  certain  parties 
the  control  of  all  lumber  manufactured  near  that  place  for 
the  year  1881,  and  of  the  supply  for  that  year  in  specified 
counties.  It  held  the  combination  to  be  illegal,  observing 
that  '^  among  the  contracts  illegal  under  the  common  law, 
because  opposed  to  public  policy,  were  contracts  in  general 
restraint  of  trade;  contracts  between  individuals  to  prevent 
competition  and  keep  up  the  price  of  articles  of  utility." 
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It  further  said  that  while  the  courts  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  results  naturally  flowing  from  the  laws  of  demand  and 
supply,  they  would  not  respect  agreements  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ^  taking  trade  out  of  the  realm  of  competition,  and 
thereby  enhancing  or  depressing  prices  of  oonmiodities." 

A  leading  case  on  the  question  as  to  what  combinations  are 
illegal  as  being  in  general  restraint  of  trade,  is  Richardson 
V.  Buhlj  77  Michigan,  682,  635,  667,  660,  which  related  to 
certain  agreements  connected  with  the  business  and  opera- 
tions of  the  Diamond  Match  C!ompany.  From  the  report  of 
the  case  it  appears  that  that  company  was  organized,  under 
the  laws  of  Connecticut,  for  the  purpose  of  uniting  in  one 
corporation  all  the  match  manufactories  in  the  United  States, 
and  to  monopolize  and  control  the  business  of  making  all 
the  friction  matches  in  the  country,  and  establish  the  price 
thereof.  To  that  end  it  became  necessary,  among  other 
things,  to  buy  many  plants  that  had  become  established  or 
were  about  to  be  established,  as  well  as  tiie  property  used  in 
connection  therewith.  Chief  Justice  Sherwood  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Michigan  said  :  ^^The  sole  object  of  the 
corporation  is  to  make  money  by  having  it  in  its  power  to 
raise  the  price  of  the  article,  or  diminish  the  quantity  to  be 
made  and  used,  at  its  pleasure.  Thus  both  the  supply  of  the 
article  and  the  price  thereof  are  made  to  depend  upon  the 
action  of  a  half  dozen  individuals,  more  or  less,  to  satisfy 
their  cupidity  and  avarice,  who  may  happen  to  have  the  con- 
trolling interest  in  this  corporation — an  artificial  person, 
governed  by  a  single  motive  or  purpose,  which  is  to  accumu- 
late money  regardless  of  the  wants  or  neces-  [31]  sities  of 
over  60,000,000  people.  The  article  thus  completely  under 
their  control,  for  tlie  last  fifty  years,  has  come  to  be  re- 
garded as  one  of  necessity,  not  only  in  every  household  in 
the  land,  but  one  of  daily  use  by  almost  every  individual  in 
the  country.  It  is  difficxilt  to  conceive  of  a  monopoly  which 
can  affect  a  greater  number  of  people,  or  one  more  extensive 
in  its  effect  on  the  country,  than  that  of  the  Diamond  Match 
Company.  It  was  to  aid  that  company  in  its  purposes  and 
in  carrjring  out  its  object  that  the  contract  in  this  case  was 
made  between  those  parties,  which  we  are  now  asked  to  aid 
in  enforcing.    Monopoly  in  trade,  or  in  any  kind  of  buaineBS 
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in  this  country,  is  odious  to  our  form  of  goYemment.  It  is 
sometimes  permitted  to  aid  the  government  in  carrying  on 
a  great  public  enterprise  or  public  work  under  goyemmental 
control  in  the  interest  of  the  public.  Its  tendency  is,  how- 
ever, destructive  of  free  institutions  and  repugnant  to  the  in- 
stincts of  a  free  i)eople,  and  contrary  to  the  whole  scope  and 
spirit  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  and  is  not  allowed  to 
exist  under  express  provisions  in  several  of  our  state  con- 
stitutions. .  •  .  All  combinations  among  persons  or  cor- 
porations for  the  purpose  of  raising  or  controlling  the  prices 
of  merchandise,  or  any  of  the  necessaries  of  life,  are  mo- 
nopolies and  intolerable;  and  ought  to  receive  the  condemna- 
tion of  all  courts." 

In  the  same  case,  Mr.  Justice  Champlin,  with  whom  Mr. 
Justice  Campbell  concurred,  said :  ^^  There  is  no  doubt  that 
all  the  parties  to  this  suit  were  active  participants  in  perf edg- 
ing the  combination  called  '  The  Diamond  Match  Company,' 
and  that  the  present  dispute  grows  out  of  that  transaction, 
and  is  the  fruit  of  the  scheme  by  which  all  competition  in  the 
manufacture  of  matches  was  stifled,  opposition  in  the  business 
crushed,  and  the  whole  business  of  the  country  in  that  line 
engrossed  by  the  Diamond  Match  Company.  Such  a  vast 
combination  as  has  been  entered  into  under  the  above  name 
is  a  menace  to  the  public  Its  object  and  direct  tendency  is  to 
prevent  free  and  fair  competition,  and  control  prices  through- 
out the  national  domain.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  this 
monopoly  has  in  fact  reduced  the  price  of  friction  matches. 
That  policy  may  have  been  necessary  to  crush  competition. 
[82]  The  fact  exists  that  it  rests  in  the  discretion  of  this 
company  at  any  time  to  raise  the  price  to  an  exorbitant  de- 
gree. Such  combinations  have  frequently  been  condenmed 
by  courts  as  unlawful  and  against  public  policy.*'  See  also 
Raymond  v.  Leavitt^  46  Michigan,  447,  and  Texas  Standard 
OU  Co.  V.  Adoue^  88  Texas,  660. 

This  extended  reference  to  adjudged  cases  relating  to  un- 
lawful restraints  upon  the  interior  traffic  of  a  State  has  been 
made  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a  combination  such  as 
that  organized  under  the  name  of  the  American  Sugar  B^fin- 
ing  Company  has  been  uniformly  held  by  the  courts  of  the 
States  to  be  against  public  policy  and  illegal  because  of  its 
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necessary  tendency  to  impose  improper  restraints  upon  trade. 
And  sudi,  I  take  it,  would  be  the  judgment  of  any  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  a  case  between  parties  in  which 
it  became  necessary  to  determine  the  question.  The  judg- 
ments of  the  state  courts  rest  upon  general  principles  of  law, 
and  not  necessarily  upon  statutory  provisions  expressly  con- 
demning restraints  of  trade  imposed  by  or  resulting  from 
combinations.  Of  course,  in  view  of  the  authorities,  it  will 
not  be  doubted  that  it  woidd  be  competent  for  a  State,  under 
the  power  to  regulate  its  domestic  commerce  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  protecting  its  people  against  fraud  and  injustice,  to 
make  it  a  public  offence  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment, 
for  individuals  or  corporations  to  make  contracts,  form  com- 
binations, or  engage  in  conspiracies,  which  unduly  restrain 
trade  or  commerce  carried  on  within  its  limits,  and  also  to 
authorize  the  institution  of  proceedings  for  the  purpose  of 
annulling  contracts  of  that  character,  as  well  as  of  preventing 
or  restraining  such  combinations  and  conspiracies. 

But  there  is  a  trade  among  the  several  States  which  is  dis- 
tinct from  that  carried  on  within  the  territorial  limits  of  a 
State.  The  regulation  and  control  of  the  former  is  com- 
mitted by  the  national  Constitution  to  Congress.  Commerce 
among  the  States,  as  this  court  has  declared,  is  a  unit,  and  in 
respect  of  that  commerce  this  is  one  country,  and  we  are  one 
people.  It  may  be  regulated  by  rules  applicable  to  every  part 
of  the  United  States,  and  state  lines  and  state  jurisdiction 
cannot  [33]  interfere  with  the  enforcement  of  such  rules. 
The  jurisdiction  of  the  general  government  extends  over 
every  foot  of  territory  within  the  United  States.  Under  the 
power  with  which  it  is  invested.  Congress  may  remove  unlaw- 
ful obstructions,  of  whatever  kind,  to  the  free  course  of  trade 
among  the  States.  In  so  doing  it  would  not  interfere  with 
the  ^^  autonomy  of  the  States,"  because  the  power  thus  to  pro- 
tect interstate  commerce  is  expressly  given  by  the  people  of 
all  the  States.  Interstate  intercourse,  trade,  and  traffic  is 
absolutely  free,  except  as  such  intercourse,  trade,  or  traffic 
may  be  incidentally  or  indirectly  affected  by  the  exercise  by 
the  States  of  their  reserved  police  powers.  Sherlock  v. 
AlUng^  98  U.  S.  99, 103.  It  is  the  Constitution,  the  supreme 
law  of  the  land,  which  invests  Congress  with  power  to  pro- 
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tect  oommeFce  among  the  States  against  burdens  and  exac- 
tions arising  from  unlawful  restraints  by  whatever  authority 
imposed.  Surely  a  ri^t  secured  or  granted  by  that  instru- 
ment is  under  the  protecti(Hi  of  the  government  which  that 
instrument  creates.  Any  combination,  therefore,  that  dis- 
turbs or  unreasonably  obstructs  freedom  in  buying  and  sell- 
ing articles  manufactured  to  be  sold  to  persons  in  other  States 
or  to  be  carried  to  other  States — ^a  freedom  that  cannot  exist 
if  the  right  to  buy  and  sell  is  fettered  by  unlawful  restraints 
that  crush  out  competition — ^affects,  not  incidentally,  but 
directly,  the  people  of  all  the  States;  and  the  remedy  for 
such  an  evil  is  found  only  in  the  exercise  of  powers  confided  to 
a  government  which,  this  court  has  said,  was  the  government 
of  all,  exercising  powers  delegated  by  all,  representing  all, 
acting  for  alL    McGvUock  v.  Maryland^  4  Wheat.  816,  405. 

It  has  been  argued  that  a  combination  between  corporations 
of  different  States,  or  between  the  stockholders  of  such  cor- 
porations, with  the  object  and  effect  of  controlling  not  simply 
the  manufacture  but  the  price  of  refined  sugar  throughout 
the  whole  of  the  United  States — ^which  is  the  case  now  before 
us — cannot  be  held  to  be  in  restraint  of  "  commerce  among 
the  States  "  and  amenable  to  national  authority,  without  con- 
ceding that  the  general  government  has  authority  to  say 
what  shall  and  what  shall  not  be  manufactured  in  the  several 
States.  [84]  Kidd  v.  Pearson^  128  U.  S.  1,  was  cited  in  argu- 
ment as  supporting  that  view.  In  that  case  the  sole  question 
was,  whether  the  State  of  Iowa  could  forbid  the  manufacture 
within  its  limits  of  ardent  spirits  intended  for  sale  ultimately 
in  other  States.  This  court  held  that  the  manufacture  of 
intoxicating  liquors  in  a  State  is  none  the  less  a  business  with- 
in the  State  subject  to  state  control  because  the  manufac- 
turer may  intend,  at  his  convenience,  to  export  such  liquors 
to  foreign  countries  or  to  other  States.  The  authority  of  the 
States  over  the  manufacture  of  strong  drinks  within  their 
respective  jurisdictions  was  referred  to  their  plenary  power, 
never  surrendered  to  the  national  government,  of  providing 
for  the  health,  morals,  and  safety  of  their  people. 

That  case  presented  no  question  as  to  a  camhmation  to 
monopolize  the  sale  of  ardent  spirits  manufactured  in  Iowa 
to  be  sold  in  other  States — ^no  question  as  to  combinations 
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in  restraint  of  trade  as  involved  in  the  buying  and  selling  of 
articles  that  are  intended  to  go,  and  do  go,  and  will  always  go, 
into  commerce  throughout  the  entire  country,  and  are  used  by 
the  people  of  all  the  States,  and  the  making  or  manufacturing 
of  which  no  State  could  forbid  consistently  with  the  liberty 
that  every  one  has  of  pursuing,  without  undue  restrictions, 
the  ordinary  callings  of  life.  There  is  no  dispute  here  as  to 
the  lawfulness  of  the  business  of  refining  sugar,  afatt  from 
the  wndue  restraint  which  the  promoters  of  such  btistness, 
who  have  combined  to  control  prices^  seek  to  put  upon  the 
freedom  of  interstate  traffic  in  that  article. 

It  may  be  admitted  that  an  act  which  did  nothing  more 
than  forbid,  and  which  had  no  other  object  than  to  forbid 
the  m,ere  refining  of  sugar  in  any  St^te,  would  be  in  excess 
of  any  power  granted  to  Congress.  But  the  act  of  1890  is  not 
of  that  character.  It  does  not  strike  at  the  manufacture  sim- 
ply of  articles  that  are  legitimate  or  recognized  subjects  of 
commerce,  but  at  combinations  that  unduly  restrain,  because 
they  monopolize,  the  buying  wad  selling  of  articles  which  are 
to  go  into  interstate  commerce.  In  State  v.  Stewart^  59 
Vermont,  278,  286,  it  was  said  that  if  a  comJnnaHon  of  per- 
sons ^  seek  to  restrain  trade,  or  tend  to  the  destruction  of  the 
material  prop-  [36]  erty  of  the  country,  they  work  injury 
to  the  whole  people."  And  in  State  v.  Olidden^  55  Connect- 
icut, 46,  76,  the  court  said:  "Any  one  man,  or  any  one  of 
several  men  acting  independently,  is  powerless;  but  when 
several  combine  and  direct  their  united  energies  to  the  accom- 
plishment of  a  bad  purpose,  the  combination  is  formidable. 
Its  power  for  evil  increases  as  its  numbers  increase.  .  .  . 
The  combination  becomes  dangerous  and  subversive  of  the 
rights  of  others,  and  the  law  wisely  says  it  is  a  crime."  Chief 
Justice  Gibson  well  said  in  Commonwealth  v.  Carlisle^ 
Brightly,  (Penn.,)  86,  41:  "There  is  between  the  differrat 
parts  of  the  body  politic  a  reciprocity  of  action  on  each  other, 
which,  like  the  action  of  antagonizing  muscles  in  the  natural 
body,  not  only  prescribes  to  each  its  appropriate  state  and 
action,  but  regulates  the  motion  of  the  whole.  The  effort  of 
an  individual  to  disturb  this  equilibrium  can  never  be  percep- 
tible, nor  carry  the  operation  of  his  interest  or  that  of  any 
other  individual  beyond  the  limits  of  fair  competition;  but 
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the  increase  of  power  by  combination  of  means,  being  in 
geometrical  proportion  to  the  number  concerned,  an  associa- 
tion may  be  aUe  to  give  an  impulse,  not  only  oppressive  to 
individuals,  but  mischievous  to  the  public  at  large;  and  it 
18  the  employment  of  an  engine  so  powerful  and  danger- 
ous that  gives  criminality  to  an  act  that  would  be  perfectly 
innocent,  at  least  in  a  legal  view,  when  done  by  an  indi- 
vidual." These  principles  underlie  the  act  of  Congress, 
which  has  for  its  sole  object  the  protection  of  such  trade  and 
commerce  as  the  Constitution  confides  to  national  control^  and 
the  question  is  presented  whether  the  combination  assailed  by 
this  suit  is  an  unlawful  restraint  upon  interstate  trade  in  a 
necessary  article  of  food  which,  as  every  one  knows,  has 
always  entered,  now  enters  and  must  continue  to  enter,  in 
vast  quantities,  into  commerce  among  the  States. 

In  Kidd  v.  Pearson  we  recognized,  as  had  been  done  in  {de- 
vious cases,  the  distinction  between  the  mere  transportation 
of  articles  of  interstate  commerce  and  the  purcJiasing  and 
seJUng  that  precede  transportation.  It  is  said  that  manu- 
&cture  precedes  conmierce  and  is  not  a  part  of  it.  But  it  is 
equally  true  that  when  manufacture  ends,  that  which  has 
been  manu-  [86]  factured  becomes  a  subject  of  commerce; 
that  buying  and  selling  succeed  manufacture,  come  into  ex- 
istence after  the  process  of  manufacture  is  completed,  pre- 
cede transportation,  and  are  as  much  commercial  intercourse, 
where  articles  are  bought  to  he  carried  from  one  State  to 
another,  as  is  the  manual  transportation  of  such  articles 
after  they  have  been  so  purchased.  The  distinction  was 
recognized  by  this  court  in  Gibbons  v.  Ogden^  where  the  prin- 
cipal question  was  whether  commerce  included  navigation. 
Both  the  court  and  counsel  recognized  buying  and  selling 
or  barter  as  included  in  eomimerce.  Chief  Justice  Marshall 
said  that  the  mind  can  scarcely  conceive  a  system  for  regu- 
lating c(»nmerce,  which  was  "  confi/ned  to  prescribing  rules 
for  the  conduct  of  indivuals  in  the  actual  employment  of  buy- 
ing and  selling,  or  of  barter.''    pp.  189, 190. 

The  power  of  Congress  covers  and  protects  the  absolute 
freedom  of  such  intercourse  and  trade  among  the  States  as 
may  or  must  succeed  manufacture  and  precede  transportation 
from  the  place  of  purchase.    This  would  seem  to  be  conceded; 
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for,  the  court  in  the  present  case  expressly  declare  that  ^  e&n- 
tracts  to  buy  J  sell,  or  exchange  goods  to  be  transported  among 
the  several  States^  the  transportation  and  its  instrumentali- 
ties, and  articles  bought,  sold,  or  exchanged  for  the  purpose 
of  such  transit  among  the  States,  or  put  in  the  way  of  transit, 
may  be  regulated^  but  this  is  because  they  form  part  of  inter- 
state  trade  or  commerce.'^  Here  is  a  direct  admission-— one 
which  the  settled  doctrines  of  this  court  justify — that  con- 
tracts to  buy  and  the  purchasing  of  goods  to  be  transported 
from  one  State  to  (mother^  and  transportation,  with  its  in- 
strumentalities, are  all  parts  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce. 
Each  part  of  such  trade  is  then  under  the  protection  of  Con- 
gress. And  yet,  by  the  opinion  and  judgment  in  this  case,  if 
I  do  not  misapprehend  them,  Congress  is  without  power  to 
protect  the  commercial  intercourse  that  such  purchasing 
necessarily  involves  against  the  restraints  and  burdens  aris- 
ing from  the  existence  of  combinations  that  meet  purchasers, 
from  whatever  State  they  come,  with  the  threat — for  it  is 
nothing  more  nor  less  than  a  threat — that  they  sliaU  not  pur- 
chase what  [37]  they  desire  to  purchase,  except  at  the  prices 
fixed  by  such  combinations.  A  citizen  of  Missouri  has  the 
right  to  go  in  person,  or  send  orders,  to  Pennsylvania  and 
New  Jersey  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  refined  sugar.  But 
of  what  value  is  that  right  if  he  is  confronted  in  those  States 
by  a  vast  combination  which  absolutely  controls  the  price  of 
that  article  by  reason  of  its  having  acquired  all  the  sugar 
refineries  in  the  United  States  in  order  that  they  may  fix 
prices  in  their  own  interest  exclusively? 

In  my  judgment,  the  citizens  of  the  several  States  com- 
posing the  Union  are  entitled,  of  right,  to  buy  goods  in  the 
State  where  they  are  manufactured,  or  in  any  other  State, 
without  being  confronted  by  an  illegal  combination  whose 
business  extends  throughout  the  whole  country,  which  by  the 
law  everywhere  is  an  enemy  to  the  public  interests,  and 
which  prevents  such  buying,  except  at  prices  arbitrarily 
fixed  by  it  I  insist  that  the  free  course  of  trade  among  the 
States  cannot  coexist  with  such  combinations.  When  I  speak 
of  trade  I  mean  the  buying  and  selling  of  articles  of  every 
kind  that  are  recognized  articles  of  interstate  commerce. 
Whatever  improperly  obstructs  the  free  course  of  interstate 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


UNITED  STATES  V.  B.  C.  KNIGHT  CO,  413 

Dissenting  opinion :  Harlan,  J. 

intercourse  and  trade,  as  involved  in  the  buying  and  selling 
of  articles  to  be  carried  from  one  State  to  another,  may  be 
reached  by  Congress,  under  its  authority  to  regulate  com- 
merce among  the  States.  The  exercise  of  that  authority  so 
83  to  make  trade  among  the  States,  in  all  recognized  articles 
of  commerce,  absolutely  free  from  unreasonable  or  illegal 
restrictions  imposed  by  combinations,  is  justified  by  an  ex- 
press grant  of  power  to  C!ongress  and  would  redound  to  the 
welfare  of  the  whole  country.  I  am  unable  to  perceive  that 
any  such  result  would  imperil  the  autonomy  of  the  States, 
especially  as  that  result  cannot  be  attained  through  the  ac- 
tion of  any  one  State. 

Undue  restrictions  or  burdens  upon  the  purchasing  of 
goods,  in  the  market  for  sale,  to  be  transported  to  other 
States,  cannot  be  imposed  even  by  a  State  without  violating 
the  freedom  of  commercial  intercourse  guaranteed  by  the 
Constitution.  But  if  a  State  within  whose  limits  the  busi- 
ness of  refining  sugar  is  exclusively  carried  on  may  not  con- 
stitutionally im-  [88]  pose  burdens  upon  purchases  of  sugar 
to  be  transported  to  otJier  States^  how  comes  it  that  combina- 
tions of  corporations  or  individuals,  within  the  same  State, 
may  not  be  prevented  by  the  national  government  from  put- 
ting unlawful  restraints  upon  the  purchasing  of  that  article 
to  he  carried  from  the  State  in  which  such  purchases  are 
madef  If  the  national  power  is  competent  to  repress  State 
action  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  as  it  may  be  involved 
in  purchases  of  refined  sugar  to  be  transported  from  one 
State  to  another  State,  surely  it  ought  to  be  deemed  suffi- 
cient to  prevent  unlawful  restraints  attempted  to  be  imposed 
by  combinations  of  corporations  or  individuals  upon  those 
identical  purchases;  otherwise,  illegal  combinations  of  cor- 
porations or  individuals  may — ^so  far  as  national  power  and 
interstate  commerce  are  concerned — do,  with  impunity,  what 
no  State  can  do. 

Suppose  that  a  suit  were  brought  in  one  of  the  courts  of 
the  United  States — ^jurisdiction  being  based,  it  may  be,  alone 
upon  the  diverse  citizenship  of  the  parties — ^to  enforce  the 
stipulations  of  a  written  agreement,  which  had  for  its  object 
to  acquire  the  possession  of  all  the  sugar  refineries  in  the 
United  States,  in  order  that  those  engaged  in  the  combina- 
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tion  might  obtain  the  entire  control  of  the  business  of  refin- 
ing and  selling  sugar  throughout  the  country,  and  thereby 
to  increase  or  diminish  prices  as  the  particular  interests  of 
the  combination  might  require.  I  take  it  that  the  court, 
upon  recognized  principles  of  law  conmion  to  the  jurispru- 
dence of  this  country  and  of  Great  Britain,  would  deny  the 
relief  asked  and  dismiss  the  suit  upon  the  ground  that  the 
necessary  tendency  of  such  an  agreement  and  combination 
was  to  restrain,  not  simply  trade  that  was  completely  inter- 
nal to  the  State  in  which  the  parties  resided,  but  trade  and 
commerce  among  all  the  Stated,  and  was,  therefore,  against 
public  policy  and  illegal.  If  I  am  right  in  this  view,  it 
would  seem  to  follow,  necessarily,  that  Congress  could  enact 
a  statute  forbidding  such  combinations  so  far  as  they  affected 
interstate  commerce,  and  provide  for  their  suppression  as 
well  through  civil  proceedings  instituted  for  that  purpose, 
as  by  penalties  against  those  engaged  in  them. 

[39]  In  committing  to  Congress  the  control  of  commerce 
with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  States,  the  Con- 
stitution did  not  define  the  means  that  may  be  employed  to 
protect  the  freedom  of  commercial  intercourse  and  traffic  es- 
tablished for  the  benefit  of  all  the  people  of  the  Union.  It 
wisely  forbore  to  impose  any  limitations  upon  the  exercise  of 
that  power  except  those  arising  from  the  general  nature  of 
the  government,  or  such  as  are  embodied  in  the  fundamental 
guarantees  of  liberty  and  property.  It  gives  to  Congress,  in 
express  words,  authority  to  enact  all  laws  necessary  and 
proper  for  carrying  into  execution  the  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce; and  whether  an  act  of  Congress,  passed  to  accomplish 
an  object  to  which  the  general  government  is  competent,  is 
within  the  power  granted,  must  be  determined  by  the  rule 
announced  through  Chief -Justice  Marshall  three-quarters  of 
a  century  ago,  and  which  has  been  repeatedly  affirmed  by  this 
court  That  rule  is :  "  The  sound  construction  of  the  Consti- 
tution must  allow  to  the  national  legislature  the  discretion 
with  respect  to  the  means  by  which  the  powers  it  confers  are 
to  be  carried  into  execution,  which  will  enable  that  body  to 
perform  the  high  duties  assigned  to  it  in  the  manner  most 
beneficial  to  the  people.  Let  the  end  be  legitimate,  let  it  be 
idthin  the  scope  of  the  Constitution,  and  all  means  which  are 
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appropriate,  which  are  plainly  adapted  to  that  end,  which  are 
not  prohibited,  but  consistent  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the 
Constitution,  are  constitutionaL"  McCvUoch  v.  Maryland^ 
4  Wheat  316,  421.  The  end  proposed  to  be  accomplished  by 
the  act  of  1890  is  the  protection  of  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  States  against  unlawful  restraints.  Who  can  say  that 
that  end  is  not  legitimate  or  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
Constitution?  The  means  employed  are  the  suppression,  by 
legal  proceedings,  of  combinations,  conspiracies,  and  monopo- 
lies, which  by  their  inevitable  and  admitted  tendency,  im- 
properly restrain  trade  and  conunerce  among  the  States. 
Who  can  say  that  such  means  are  not  appropriate  to  at- 
tain the  end  of  freeing  conmiercial  intercourse  among  the 
States  from  burdens  and  exactions  imposed  upon  it  by  combi- 
nations which,  under  principles  long  recognized  in  this  coun- 
try as  well  as  at  the  [40]  onnmon  law,  are  illegal  and  danger- 
ous to  the  public  welfare!  What  clause  of  the  Constitution 
can  be  referred  to  which  prohibits  the  means  thus  prescribed 
in  the  act  of  Congress? 

It  may  be  that  the  means  employed  by  Congress  to  suppress 
combinations  that  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  are 
not  all  or  the  best  that  could  have  been  devised.  But  Con- 
gress, under  the  delegation  of  authority  to  enact  laws  neces- 
sary and  proper  to  carry  into  effect  a  power  granted,  is  not 
restricted  to  the  employment  of  those  means  '^  without  which 
the  end  would  be  entirely  unattainable."  ^^To  have  pre- 
scribed the  means,"  this  court  has  said,  ^^  by  which  govern- 
ment should,  in  all  future  time,  execute  its  powers,  would 
have  been  to  change  entirely  the  character  of  that  instrument, 
and  give  it  the  properties  of  a  legal  code.  It  would  have  been 
an  unwise  attempt  to  provide,  by  immutable  rules  for  exi- 
gencies which,  if  foreseen  at  all,  must  have  been  seen  dimly, 
and  which  can  be  best  provided  for  as  they  occur.  To  have 
declared  that  the  best  means  shall  not  be  used,  but  those  alone 
without  whidi  the  power  given  would  be  nugatory,  would 
have  been  to  deprive  the  legislature  of  the  capacity  to  avail 
itself  of  experience,  to  exercise  its  reason,  and  to  accommo- 
date its  legislaticm  to  circumstanoes."  Again :  *^  Where  the 
law  is  not  prohibited,  and  is  really  calculated  to  effect  any  of 
the  objects  entrusted  to  thfi  government,  to  undertake  here  to 
10670«— 8.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 ^27 
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inquire  into  the  degree  of  its  necessity  would  be  to  pass  the 
line  which  circumscribes  the  judicial  department,  and  to 
tread  on  legislative  ground."  McGvUoch  v.  Maryland^  4 
Wheat  316,  416, 428. 

By  the  act  of  1890,  Congress  subjected  to  forfeiture  **  any 
property  owned  under  any  contract  or  by  any  combination, 
or  pursuant  to  any  conspiracy,  (and  being  the  subject  there- 
of,) mentioned  in  section  one  of  this  act,  and  being  in  the 
course  of  transportation  from  one  State  to  another,  or  to  a 
foreign  country."  It  was  not  deemed  wise  to  subject  such 
property  to  forfeiture  before  transportation  began  or  after  it 
ended.  If  it  be  suggested  that  Congress  might  have  prohib- 
ited the  transportation  from  the  State  in  which  they  are  man- 
ufactured of  any  articles,  by  whomsoever  at  the  time  owned, 
that  had  been  [41]  manufactured  by  combinations  formed  to 
monopolize  some  designated  part  of  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  States,  my  answer  is  that  it  is  not  within  the  func- 
tions of  the  judiciary  to  adjudge  that  Congress  shall  employ 
particular  means  in  execution  of  a  given  power,  simply  be- 
cause such  means  are,  in  the  judgment  of  the  courts,  best 
conducive  to  the  end  sought  to  be  accomplished.  Congress, 
in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  as  to  choi'ce  of  means  con- 
ducive to  an  end  to  which  it  was  competent,  determined  to 
reach  that  end  through  civil  proceedings  instituted  to  pre- 
vent or  restrain  these  obnoxious  combinations  in  their  at- 
tempts to  burden  interstate  commerce  by  obstructions  that 
interfere  in  advance  of  transportation  with  the  free  course 
of  trade  between  the  people  of  the  States.  In  other  words, 
Congress  sought  to  prevent  the  coming  into  existence  of  ocmi- 
binations,  the  purpose  or  tendency  of  which  was  to  impose 
unlawful  restraints  upon  interstate  commerce. 

There  is  nothing  in  conflict  with  these  views  in  Goe  v. 
Errol^  116  U.  S.  617,  629.  There  the  question  was  whether 
certain  logs  cut  in  New  Hampshire,  and  hauled  to  a  river  that 
they  might  be  transported  to  another  State,  were  liable  to  be 
taxed  in  the  former  State  before  actual  transportation  to  the 
latter  State  began.  The  court  held  that  the  logs  might  be 
taxed  while  they  remained  in  the  State  of  their  origin  as  part 
of  the  general  mass  of  property  there;  that  "  for  thia  pur- 
pose "—taxation— the  property  did  not  pass  from  the  juris- 
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diddcm  of  the  State  in  which  it  was  until  transportation  be- 
gan. The  scope  of  the  decision  is  clearly  indicated  by  the 
following  clause  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Bradley: 
"  How  can  property  thus  situated,  to  wit,  deposited  or  stored 
at  the  place  of  entrepot  for  future  exportation,  be  taxed  in 
the  regular  way  as  part  of  the  property  of  the  State!  The 
answer  is  plain.  It  can  be  taxed  as  all  other  property  is 
taxed,  in  the  place  where  it  is  found,  if  taxed  or  assessed  for 
taxation  in  the  usual  manner  in  which  such  property  is  taxed ; 
and  not  singled  out  to  be  assessed  by  itself  in  an  unusual  and 
exceptional  manner  because  of  its  situation."  As  we  have 
now  no  question  as  to  the  taxation  of  articles  manufactured 
by  one  of  the  combinations  condemned  by  the  act  of  Congress, 
and  [42]  as  no  one  has  suggested  that  the  State  in  which 
they  may  be  manufactured  could  not  tax  them  as  property  so 
long  as  they  remained  within  its  limits,  and  before  transpor- 
tation of  them  to  other  States  began,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  under- 
stand how  the  case  before  us  can  be  affected  by  a  decision  that 
personal  property,  while  it  remains  in  the  State  of  its  origin, 
although  it  is  to  be  sent  at  a  future  time  to  another  State,  is 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  former  State  for  purposes  of 
taxation. 

The  question  here  relates  to  restraints  upon  the  freedom  of 
interstate  trade  and  conmierce  imposed  by  illegal  combina- 
tions. After  the  fullest  consideration  I  have  been  able  to 
bestow  upon  this  important  question,  I  find  it  impossible  to 
refuse  my  assent  to  this  proposition :  Whatever  a  State  may 
do  to  protect  its  completely  interior  traffic  or  trade  against 
unlawful  restraints,  the  general  government  is  empowered  to 
do  for  the  protection  of  the  people  of  all  the  States — for  this 
purpose  one  people — against  unlawful  restramts  imposed 
upon  interstate  traffic  or  trade  in  articles  that  are  to  enter  into 
conunerce  among  the  several  States.  If,  as  already  shown,  a 
State  may  prevent  or  suppress  a  combination^  the  effect  of 
whidi  is  to  subject  its  domestic  trade  to  the  restraints  neces- 
sarily arising  from  their  obtaining  the  absolute  control  of  the 
sale  of  a  particular  article  in  general  use  by  the  community, 
there  ought  to  be  no  hesitation  in  allowing  to  Congress  the 
right  to  suppress  a  similar  combination  that  imposes  a  like 
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unlawful  restraint  upon  interstate  trade  and  traffic  in  that 
article.  While  the  States  retain,  because  they  have  never 
surrendered,  full  control  of  their  completely  internal  traffic, 
it  was  not  intended  by  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  that 
any  part  of  interstate  commerce  should  be  excluded  from  the 
control  of  Congress.  Each  State  can  reach  and  suppress  com- 
binations so  far  as  they  unlawfully  restrain  its  interior  trade, 
while  the  national  government  may  reach  and  suppress  them 
so  far  as  they  unlawfully  restrain  trade  among  the  States. 

While  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  this  case  does  not  declare 
the  act  of  1890  to  be  unconstitutional,  it  defeats  the  main 
object  for  which  it  was  passed.  For  it  is,  in  effect,  held  that 
the  statute  would  be  unconstitutional  if  interpreted  as  em- 
[48]  bracing  such  unlawful  restraints  upon  the  purchasing 
of  goods  in  one  State  to  be  carried  to  another  State  as  neces- 
sarily arise  from  the  existence  of  combinations  formed  for  the 
purpose  and  with  the  effect,  not  only  of  monopolizing  the 
ownership  of  all  such  goods  in  every  part  of  the  country,  but 
of  controlling  the  prices  for  them  in  all  the  States.  This 
view  of  the  scope  of  the  act  leaves  the  public,  so  far  as  na.- 
tional  power  is  concerned,  entirely  at  the  mercy  of  combina- 
tions which  arbitrarily  control  the  prices  of  articles  purchased 
to  be  transported  from  one  State  to  another  State.  I  cannot 
assent  to  that  view.  In  my  judgment,  the  general  govern- 
ment is  not  placed  by  the  Constitution  in  such  a  condition  of 
helplessness  that  it  must  fold  its  arms  and  remain  inactive 
while  capital  combines,  under  the  name  of  a  corporation,  to 
destroy  competition,  not  in  one  State  only,  but  throughout 
the  entire  country,  in  the  buying  and  selling  of  articles — 
especially  the  necessaries  of  life — ^that  go  into  commerce 
among  tiie  States.  The  doctrine  of  the  autonomy  of  the 
States  cannot  properly  be  invoked  to  justify  a  denial  of 
power  in  the  national  government  to  meet  such  an  emergency, 
involving  as  it  does  that  freedom  of  commercial  intercourse 
among  the  States  which  the  Constitution  sought  to  attain. 

It  is  said  that  there  are  no  proofs  in  the  record  which  in- 
dicate an  intention  upon  the  part  of  the  American  Sugar  Re- 
fining Company  and  its  associates  to  put  a  restraint  upon 
trade  or  commerce.  Was  it  necessary  that  formal  proof  be 
made  that  the  persons  engaged  in  this  combination  admitted, 
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in  words,  that  they  intended  to  restrain  trade  or  commerce? 
Did  any  one  expect  to  find  in  the  written  agreements  which 
resulted  in  the  formation  of  this  combination  a  distinct  ex- 
pression of  a  purpose  to  restrain  interstate  trade  or  com- 
merce! Men  who  form  and  control  these  combinations  are 
too  cautious  and  wary  to  make  such  admissions  orally  or  in 
writing.  Why,  it  is  conceded  that  the  object  of  this  combi- 
nation was  to  obtain  control  of  the  business  of  making  and 
selling  refined  sugar  throughout  the  entire  country.  Those 
interested  in  its  operations  will  be  satisfied  with  nothing  less 
than  to  have  the  whole  population  of  America  pay  tribute  to 
them.  That  object  [44]  is  disclosed  upon  the  very  face  of 
the  transactions  describeid  in  the  bill.  And  it  is  proved — 
indeed,  it  is  conceded — that  that  object  has  been  accom- 
plished to  the  extent  that  the  American  Sugar  Befining  Com- 
pany now  controls  ninety-eight  per  cent  of  all  the  sugar  re- 
fining business  in  the  country,  and  therefore  controls  the 
price  of  that  article  everywhere.  Now,  the  mere  existence 
of  a  combination  having  such  an  object  and  possessing  such 
extraordinary  power  is  itself,  under  settled  principles  of 
law — there  being  no  adjudged  case  to  the  contrary  in  this 
country — a  direct  restraint  of  trade  in  the  article  for  the 
control  of  the  sales  of  which  in  this  country  that  combination 
was  organized.  And  that  restraint  is  felt  in  all  the  Statea. 
for  the  reason,  known  to  all,  that  the  article  in  question  goes, 
was  intended  to  go,  and  must  always  go,  into  commerce 
among  the  several  States,  and  into  the  homes  of  people  in 
every  condition  of  life. 

A  decree  recognizing  the  freedom  of  commercial  int^- 
course  as  embracing  the  right  to  buy  goods  to  be  transported 
from  one  State  to  another,  without  buyers  being  burdened 
by  imlawful  restraints  imposed  by  combinations  of  corpora 
tions  or  individuals,  so  far  from  disturbing  or  endangering, 
would  tend  to  preserve  the  autonomy  of  the  States,  and  pro- 
tect the  people  of  all  the  States  against  dangers  so  porten- 
tous as  to  excite  apprehension  for  the  safety  of  our  liberties. 
If  this  be  not  a  sound  interpretation  of  the  Constitution,  it 
is  easy  to  perceive  that  interstate  traffic,  so  far  as  it  involves 
the  price  to  be  paid  for  articles  necessary  to  the  comfort  and 
well-being  of  the  people  in  all  the  States,  may  pass  under  the 
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absolute  control  of  overshadowing  combinations  having 
financial  resources  without  limit  and  an  audacity  in  the 
accomplishment  of  their  objects  that  recognizes  none  of  the 
restraints  of  moral  obligations  controlling  the  action  of  in- 
dividuals; combinations  governed  entirely  by  the  law  of 
greed  and  selfishness — so  powerful  that  no  single  State  is 
able  to  overthrow  them  and  give  the  required  protection  to 
the  whole  country,  and  so  all-pervading  that  they  threaten 
the  integrity  of  our  institutions. 

We  have  before  us  the  case  of  a  combination  which  abso- 
lutely controls,  or  may,  at  its  discretion,  control  the  price  of 
all  [46]  refined  sugar  in  this  country.  Suppose  another 
combination,  organized  for  private  gain  and  to  control 
prices,  should  obtain  possession  of  all  the  large  flour  mills 
in  the  United  States;  another,  of  all  the  grain  elevators; 
another,  of  all  the  oil  territory;  another,  of  all  the  salt- 
producing  regions;  another,  of  all  the  cotton  mills;  and 
another,  of  all  the  great  establishments  for  slaughtering 
animals,  and  the  preparation  of  meats.  What  power  is 
competent  to  protect  the  people  of  the  United  States  against 
such  dangers  except  a  national  power — one  that  is  capable 
of  exerting  its  sovereign  authority  throughout  every  part  of 
the  territory  and  over  all  the  people  of  the  nation? 

To  the  general  government  has  been  committed  the  control 
of  commercial  intercourse  among  the  States,  to  the  end  that 
it  may  be  free  at  all  times  from  any  restraints  except  such 
as  Congress  may  impose  or  permit  for  the  benefit  of  the 
whole  country.  The  common  government  of  all  the  people 
is  the  only  one  that  can  adequately  deal  with  a  matter  which 
directly  and  injuriously  affects  ttie  entire  commerce  of  the 
country,  which  concerns  equally  all  the  people  of  the  Unicm, 
and  which,  it  must  be  confessed,  cannot  be  adequately  con- 
trolled by  any  one  State.  Its  authority  should  not  be  so 
weakened  by  construction  that  it  cannot  reach  and  eradicate 
evils  that,  beyond  all  question,  tend  to  defeat  an  object  which 
that  government  is  entitled,  by  the  Constitution,  to  accom- 
plish. "Powerful  and  ingenious  minds,"  this  court  has 
said,  "taking,  as  postulates,  that  the  powers  expressly 
granted  to  the  government  of  the  Union,  are  to  be  contracted 
by  construction  into  the  narrowest  possible  compass,  and  that 
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the  original  powers  of  the  States  are  retained  if  any  possible 
construction  will  retain  them,  may,  by  a  course  of  well 
digested,  but  refined  and  metaphysical  reasoning,  founded 
on  these  premises,  explain  away  the  Constitution  of  our 
oountry,  and  leave  it,  a  magnificent  structure,  indeed,  to 
look  at,  but  totally  unfit  for  use.  They  may  so  entangle  and 
perplex  the  understanding  as  to  obscure  principles  which 
were  before  thought  quite  plain,  and  induce  doubts  where, 
if  the  mind  were  to  pursue  its  own  course,  none  would  be 
perceived."    Gibbons  v.  Ogdeny  9  Wheat  1,  222. 

While  a  decree  annulling  the  contracts  under  which  the 
[46]  combination  in  question  was  formed,  may  not,  in  view 
of  the  facts  disclosed,  be  effectual  to  accomplish  the  object  of 
the  act  of  1890,  I  perceive  no  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the 
court  passing  a  decree  declaring  that  that  combination  im- 
poees  an  unlawful  restraint  upon  trade  and  commerce  among 
the  States,  and  perpetually  enjoining  it  from  further  prose- 
cuting any  business  pursuant  to  the  unlawful  agreements 
under  which  it  was  formed  or  by  which  it  was  created.  Such 
a  decree  would  be  within  the  scope  of  the  bill,  and  is  appropri- 
ate to  the  end  which  Congress  intended  to  accomplish, 
namely,  to  protect  the  freedom  of  commercial  intercourse 
among  the  States  against  combinations  and  conspiracies 
which  impose  unlawful  restraints  upon  such  intercourse. 

For  the  reasons  stated  I  dissent  from  the  opinion  and 
judgment  of  the  court 


[687]  DUEBER  WATCH-CASE  MANUF'G  CO.  v.  E. 
HOWARD  WATCH  &  CLOCK  CO.  ET  AL.» 

(Gircait  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit    March  5,  1886.) 
[66  Fed..  637.] 

MOnOPOUES   AND  COMBHTATIONS  IN  RESTRAINT  OF  TBADE — ^AnTI-TKUBT 

Law  or  1892.— An  action  was  brought  in  the  United  States  circait 
court  for  the  Southern  district  of  New  Toric  by  a  manufacturing 
company  against  numerous  competitors,  in  yarious  states,  alleging 

•  Demurrer  sustained  by  Circuit  Court,  Southern  district  of  New 
Tork  (55  Fed.,  861).    See  p.  178. 
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tbe  foxmatioii  of  a  oombination,  and  an  attempt  to  create  a 
monopoly,  '*  in  yiolation  of  the  statutea  of  tbls  state  and  the  United 
States,*'  whereby  plalntUTs  business  was  injured.  The  formation 
of  the  combination  was  laid  on  and  prior  to  NoTember  16,  1887, 
bnt  It  was  alleged  that  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  congress  of 
July  2,  1800,  defendants  ratified,  renewed,  and  oonflrmed  th^ 
preyions  contracts,  combinations,  etc  Judgment  was  demanded  for 
treble  damages  "under  and  by  ylrtue  of  the  statute."  Plaintiff 
was  not  a  resident  of  the  district  where  the  action  was  brought,  and 
the  case  was  heard  upon  the  demurrer  of  a  defendant  who  was 
also  a  nonresident,  but  was  ** found"  within  the  district;  thus 
making  a  case  in  which  jurisdiction  is  expressly  conferred  t^ 
section  7  of  the  said  act  of  July  2,  1890.  The  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained, and  in  all  the  assignments  of  error  it  was  contaided  that 
the  facts  charged  in  the  complaint  made  out  a  case  under  that  act 
Held,  that  the  action  must  l>e  deemed  to  be  founded  upon  the  said 
act  of  July  2,  1890.a 
Bamc — ^In  an  action  brought  by  a  manufacturer  of  watch  cases 
against  numerous  other  manufacturers  thereof,  residing  in  vailoiiB 
states,  to  recover  treble  damages  under  the  act  of  congress  of 
July  2,  1890  (26  Stat  209),  prohibiting  unlawful  restraints  and 
monopolies  of  interstate  commerce,  the  complaint  alleged  that  the 
plainttflF  operated  an  extensive  factory,  first  in  Kentucky  and  after- 
wards in  Ohio;  that  previous  to  November  16,  1887,  it  sold  all  its 
goods  to  a  great  number  of  dealers  "  throughout  the  United  States 
and  Canada  " ;  that  prior  to  that  date  defendants'  had  agreed  with 
each  other  to  maintain  arbitrary  and  fixed  prices  for  their  watch 
cases;  that,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  plaintiff  to  join  with 
them  therein,  defendants  on  said  date  mutually  agreed  that  they 
would  not  thereafter  sell  any  goods  to  persons  who  bought  or  sold 
goods  manufactured  by  plaintiff;  that  they  caused  notice  thereof 
to  be  served  upon  the  many  dealers  [688]  in  such  goods  throughout 
the  United  States  and  Canada,  who  had  formerly  dealt  in  plalntUTs 
goods,  whereupon  many  of  such  dealers  withdrew  their  patronage 
from  plaintiff;  that  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890, 
defendants  ratified,  renewed,  and  confirmed  their  previous  agree^ 
ments,  and  served  notice  of  such  ratification  upon  all  said  dealers 
In  plaintiff's  goods,  whereby  said  dealers  were  compelled  to  refuse 
to  purchase  plaintiff's  watch  cases.  Held,  that  the  complaint 
failed  to  state  a  cause  of  action  under  the  statute;  Lacombe,  Cir- 
cuit Judge,  holding  that  no  monopolizing  or  combination  to  mo- 
nopolize interstate  commerce,  contrary  to  the  second  section  of 
the  act,  was  shown,  for  the  reason  that  the  allegations  did  not 
preclude  the  inference  that  each  defendant  may  have  sold  his 
entire  product  in  the  state  where  it  was  manufactured;  and  that 

•  Syllabus  and  statement  copyrighted,  1895,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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tbe  contracts  did  not  produce  an  unlawful  restraint  of  trade,  under 
the  first  section,  because  the  combination  and  agreement  to  fix 
arbitrary  prices  did  not  appear  to  include  all  manufacturers  of 
watch  cases,  but  was  only  a  partial  restraint  introspect  to  an 
article  not  of  prime  necessity,  and  therefore  came  within  the 
recognized  limits  of  lawful  contracts;  and  that  the  further  agree- 
ment not  to  sell  to  customers  of  plaintiff  was  a  lawful  means  of 
enlarging  and  protecting  the  business  of  the  defendants.  Shipman, 
Circuit  Judge,  concurring  on  the  more  technical  ground  that  the 
acts  of  the  defendants,  whether  viewed  as  an  attempt  to  create 
a  monopoly  or  as  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  were  not  shown 
to  concern  interstate  commerce,  because  there  were  no  allegations 
showing  the  residence  of  any  dealers  who  withdrew  their  patron- 
age from  complainant,  and  it  therefore  did  not  directly  appear 
that  any  of  them  resided  outside  of  the  state  where  plaintiff's 
goods  were  numufactured.  Wallace,  Circuit  Judge,  dissenting  on 
the  ground  that  the  allegations  were  sufficient  to  show  that  the 
attempts  to  monopolize  and  restrain  did  operate  upon  interstate 
commerce;  and  that,  while  the  contracts  might  not  be  unlawful 
in  themselves,  yet  the  purpose  for  which  they  were  alleged  to  be 
made,  namely,  to  compel  plaintiff  to  Join  in  the  agreement  for 
fixing  arbitrary  prices,  and  to  injure  and  destroy  its  business  if 
it  refused  to  do  so,  was  oppressive  and  unjust,  and  rendered  the 
acts  of  defendants  unlawful  under  both  sections  of  the  statute. 

This  was  an  action  by  the  Dueber  Watch-Case  Manu- 
facturing Company  against  the  E.  Howard  Watch  &  dock 
Company  and  numerous  other  individuals  and  corporations, 
to  recover  damages  alleged  to  have  been  caused  to  plaintiff's 
business  by  the  alleged  unlawful  acts  and  combinations  of 
defendants.  The  case  was  first  heard  in  the  circuit  court 
upon  the  demurrer  of  the  E.  Howard  Watch  &  Clock  Com- 
pany to  the  first  amended  complaint,  and  the  demurrer  was 
sustained,  the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  therein  being 
reported  in  55  Fed.  851.  A  demurrer  was  afterwards  sus- 
tained to  the  second  amended  complaint,  but  no  opinion 
was  written,  and  plaintiff  now  brings  error  to  review  this 
latter  judgment 

Robert  SeweU,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Edward  B.  HiU  and  EUhu  Rootj  for  defendants  in  error. 

Before  Wallagb,  Laoohbb,  and  Shipman,  Circuit  Judges. 
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Laoombe,  Circuit  Judge. 

The  complainant  corporation  is  a  citizen  of  Ohio,  the  de- 
murring defendant  corporation  a  citizen  of  Massachusetts, 
engaged  in  the  business  of  manufacturing  and  selling  watch 
movements,  and  having  a  place  of  business  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  state  of  New  York.  Of  the  nineteen  other  defend- 
ants, ten  are  individuals  whose  citizenship  is  not  set  forth 
in  the  complaint.  It  is  averred  that  they  are  engaged  in 
business,  two  of  them  in  New  York  City  under  one  firm 
name,  two  others  in  [639]  Philadelphia  and  New  York  City 
under  another  firm  name,  three  others  in  the  city  of  New 
York  under  another  firm  name,  and  three  others  in  Cincin- 
nati under  still  another  firm  name.  The  nine  remaining  de- 
fendants are  corporations,  two  of  them  citizens  of  Massa- 
chusetts, two  citizens  of  New  York,  two  citizens  of  Connecti- 
cut, two  citizens  of  Illinois,  and  one  a  citizen  of  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

The  complainant  avers  that  plaintiff  is  a  corporation  duly 
created  and  existing  under  the  laws  of  Ohio,  and  engaged 
in  the  business  of  manufacturing  gold  and  silver  watch 
cases.  That  at  the  times  mentioned  in  the  complaint  it 
owned  and  operated  an  extensive  factory  at  Newport,  Ky., 
and  subsequently  at  Canton,  Ohio;  that  it  maintained  the 
same  at  great  expense,  and  had  the  capacity  to  manufacture 
and  offer  for  sale  in  the  open  market  25,000  watch  cases  per 
month.  In  the  third  paragraph  it  is  averred  "  that  prior 
to  November  16, 1887,  plaintiff  had  a  ready  market  through- 
out the  United  States  and  Canada  for  all  the  goods  it  could 
manufacture,  and  in  fact  sold  all  of  said  goods  to  a  great 
number  of  dealers  therein  throughout  said  territory,  and 
thereby  fully  earned  and  realized  to  itself  a  substantial  legiti- 
mate profit  of  at  least  $75,000  per  annum."  Next  follow 
averments  as  to  the  incorporation  and  partnership  of  the 
several  defendants,  who,  it  is  stated,  are  respectively  engaged 
in  the  business  of  manufacturing  or  selling  watches,  watdi 
cases,  or  watch  movements.  In  the  eighteenth  paragraph  it 
is  averred  that  on  or  about  November  16,  1887,  the  defend- 
ants, and  others  to  plaintiff  unknown,  at  and  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  mutually  agreed  together  each  for  himself  with 
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all  the  others  that  ^^they  would  not  thereafter  sell  any 
goods  manufactured  by  them  to  any  person,  firm,  association, 
or  corporation  whatsoever  who  thereafter  should  buy  or  sell 
any  goods  manufactured  by  this  plaintiff."  It  is  further 
averred  that  thereafter  defendants  caused  notice  of  this 
agreement  or  compact  to  be  given  to  the  many  dealers  in 
watches,  watch  cases,  and  watch  movements  throughout  the 
United  States  and  Canada ;  and  gave  said  notices  to  ^^  many 
of  the  then  and  theretofore  purchasers  and  dealers  in  plain- 
tiff's goods  manufactured  as  aforesaid  ";  whereupon  a  large 
number  of  such  purchasers  and  dealers  withdrew  their  pat- 
ronage, and  ceased  thereupon  entirely  to  purchase  and  deal 
in  any  wise  in  plaintiff's  goods.  The  complaint  further 
alleges  that  after  said  November  16,  1887,  defendants  re- 
fused to  sell  their  goods  to  purchasers  of  and  dealers  in 
plaintiff's  goods  who  had  offered  to  buy  defendants'  goods, 
stating  as  the  reason  for  their  refusal  that  said  dealers  also 
bought  and  sold  and  dealt  in  plaintiff's  watches,  notifying 
such  purchasers  and  dealers  that  if  they  would  promise  not 
to  deal  in  plaintiff's  goods,  then,  and  so  long  as  they  kept 
such  promise,  they  might  purchase  the  goods  of  the  defend- 
ants or  either  of  them ;  otherwise  not  In  the  twenty-third 
paragraph  it  is  alleged  that  prior  to  November  16,  1887,  the 
defendants  had  agreed  among  themselves,  '^  and  which  said 
agreement  has  been  in  operation  and  effect  between  them 
ever  since,  that  they  would  agree  upon  and  agree  to  main- 
tain an  arbitrary  fixed  price  to  the  public  for  all  the  goods 
manufactured  by  them,  and  in  pursuance  of  said  agreement 
the  said  defendants  had  agreed  [640]  upon  an  arbitrary 
price,  and  fixed  the  same  for  all  the  goods  manufactured  by 
them."  The  agreement  of  November  1^  1887,  is  alleged 
to  be  ^^  in  addition  to  and  furtherance  oi  said  prior  agree- 
ment, and  made  and  entered  into  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
compelling  this  plaintiff  to  join  with  them  in  said  first- 
named  agreement."  All  these  acts  of  defendants  are  alleged 
to  have  been  done-'^  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  monop- 
oly in  the  supply  of  watches  to  the  public,  contrary  to  the 
policy  of  the  law,  and  in  violation  of  the  statutes  of  this 
state  and  the  United  States,  and  to  cut  off  this  plaintiff 
from  any  participation  in  such  business  unless  it  joined  in 
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said  illegal  and  vicious  conspiracy,  and  the  acts  of  defend- 
ants thereunder,  in  furtherance  tiiereof ,  as  alleged,  and  to 
crush  competition,  and  enable  the  defendants  to  maintain 
the  prices  fixed  as  they  pleased  by  them  as  aforesaid  for 
their  commodities  with  regard  only  to  their  private  emolu- 
ment and  profit,  contrary  to  the  benefit  of  the  public;  the 
said  defendants,  by  the  said  combination,  conspira(r^,  and 
agreements  and  acts  thereunder,  maliciously  intending  to 
injure  this  plaintiff,  and  drive  it  out  of  business,  and  pre- 
vent it  from  selling  its  watch  cases,**  etc  It  is  further  al- 
leged that  "by  the  extended  influence  and  power  acquired 
by  the  combination  over  the  trade  "  defendants  forced  and 
prevented  persons  from  dealing  with  the  plaintiff,  or  pur- 
chasing its  goods,  under  the  threat  of  a  refusal  themselves 
to  deal  with  such  purchasers ;  that  said  threats  werfe  effectual, 
and  did  prevent  a  great  number  of  persons  who  otherwise 
would  have  purchased  large  quantities  of  the  goods  of  the 
plaintiff  from  purchasing  the  same,  and  did  effect  in  fact 
against  the  plaintiff  a  complete  boycott  and  ostracism  from 
the  trade,  and  prevented  the  lawful  and  ordinary  competi- 
tion of  business  which  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  enjoy.  The 
concluding  paragraph  of  the  complaint  alleges  that  after  the 
passage  by  congress  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890, "  all  the  former 
purchasers  and  dealers  in  plaintiff's  watch  cases  and  other 
dealers  in  watch  cases  were,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and 
believes,  ready  and  willing  to  buy  large  quantities  of  said 
plaintiff's  goods,  and  this  plaintiff  would  have  regained  all 
the  business  and  the  profits  thereof  whereof  it  had  been  de- 
prived by  the  acts  aforesaid  of  defendants;  but  that  said 
defendants,  after  the  passage  of  the  said  act  of  congress, 
ratified,  confirmee},  renewed,  and  continued  the  contracts*, 
agreements,  and  combinations  hereinbefore  alleged,  and  in 
like  manner,  and  with  the  same  intention  as  hereinbefore 
alleged,  served  notices  of  their  ratification,  confirmation, 
renewal,  and  continuance  of  said  agreements  and  combina- 
tions upon  all  said  dealers  in  plaintiff's  watch  cases,  whereby 
said  dealers  have  continued  to  this  day,  forced  by  said  re- 
newed threats  of  defendants,  and  compelled  thereby,  and  not 
otherwise,  to  refuse  to  purchase  plaintiff's  watch  cases,  or  to 
deal  anywise  therein,  whereby  the  said  defendants  illegally 
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and  malicioasly  damaged  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $150,- 
000."  Judgment  is  demanded,  not  for  the  $150,000,  but, 
^^  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  statute  of  the  United  States 
hereinbefore  referred  to,  for  three  times  the  amount  of  dam- 
ages so  sustained  by  it  in  the  premises,  to  wit,  for  the  sum  of 
$460,000.'' 

[641]  The  federal  statute  of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat  209), 
declared  upon  in  the  complaint  is  entitled  ^^An  act  to  pro- 
tect trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  mo- 
noi)olies."    The  relevant  parts  of  this  statute  are  as  follows: 

"  Section  1.  Every  contract  combination  in  form  of  trost  or  otlier-» 
wise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations  is  hereby  declared  to  be  il- 
legal." [Then  follow  provisions  declaring  the  act  a  misdemeanor,  and 
providing  for  punishment] 

"  Sec  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize, or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  mo* 
nopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states 
or  with  foreign  nations  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor."  [Then  fol- 
low provisions  as  to  punishment  therefor.] 

"Sea  7.  Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  by  any 
other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  de- 
clared unlawful  in  this  act  may  sue  therefor  in  any  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is 
found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall  recover 
three  fold  the  damages  by  him  sustained  and  the  costs  of  suit,  Includ- 
ing a  reasonable  attorney's  fee." 

This  action  is  manifestly  one  under  the  act  of  July  2, 1890. 
It  is  brought  in  a  district  where  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  the 
demurring  defendant  resides,  but  where  the  demurring  de- 
fendant is  found.  In  the  face  of  a  complaint  so  framed  as  to 
present  a  cause  of  action  under  the  statute,  a  defendant,  if 
** found*'  here,  could  not  object  to  the  jurisdiction.  It  is 
expressly  given  by  the  serenth  section.  It  would  be  mani- 
festly unfair  to  permit  a  plaintiff  to  bring  a  defendant  into 
this  court  on  a  ccnnplaint  declaring  upon  the  statute,  and 
thereafter,  when  such  defendant  has  failed  to  question  its 
jurisdiction  under  the  statute,  and  has  appeared  generally  in 
the  case,  to  transform  the  cause  of  action  into  one  at  conmion 
law,  and  insist  that  defendant  has  waived  any  objection  to 
the  jurisdiction.  Moreover,  although  the  complaint  contains 
allegations  as  to  combinations  and  threats  long  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  1890,  the  averment  of  pecuniary  dam- 
age to  the  plaintiff,  which  is  specified  in  the  twenty-seventh 
or  concluding  paragraph,  is  averred  to  have  been  sustained 
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in  consequence  of  the  "  renewed  threats  "  of  defendants  (that 
is,  those  renewed  after  the  passage  of  the  act),  which  coti- 
pelled  dealers  to  refuse  to  purchase  plaintiff's  watch  cases 
or  to  deal  in  any  wise  therein.  Moreover,  judgment  is  de- 
manded, not  for  plaintiff's  actual  damages,  but  for  treble  dam- 
ages, "  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  statute."  The  coimsel  for 
plaintiff  in  error  asserts  in  his  filed  brief  that  ^  the  action  is 
founded  solely  upon  the  act  of  congress  passed  July  2, 1890, 
the  [seventh]  section  whereof  expressly  provides  that  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  shall  have  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion of  such  action."  There  are  23  separate  assignments  of 
error,  in  each  and  all  of  which  it  is  contended  that  the  facts 
charged  in  the  complaint  make  out  a  case  under  the  act  of 
1890.  Therefore,  unless  the  complaint  sets  forth  a  cause  of 
action  under  the  act  of  1890,  the  demurrer  should  be  sus- 
tained. 

The  only  acts  of  defendants  as  to  which  plaintiff  can  in 
this  action  contend  that  they  are  ^^  forbidden  or  declared  to 
be  unlawful  by  this  act"  are  those  done  after  its  passage. 
They  are  set  forth  in  the  twenty-seventh  paragraph,  and  are 
as  follows:  (1)  Defend-  [642]  ants  "ratified,  confirmed,  re- 
newed, and  continued"  an  agreement  between  themselves, 
that  they  would  agree  upon  and  agree  to  maintain  an  arbi- 
trary fixed  price  to  the  public  for  all  the  goods  manufac- 
tured by  th^n.  (2)  They  "  ratified,  confirmed,  renewed,  and 
continued"  an  arbitrary  price,  and  fixed  the  same  for  aU 
goods  manufactured  by  them.  (3)  They  "ratified,  con- 
firmed, renewed,  and  continued"  an  agreement  that  they 
would  not  thereafter  sell  any  goods  manufactured  by  them 
to  any  person,  firm,  association,  or  corporation  whatsoever 
who  thereafter  should  buy  or  sell  any  goods  manufactured 
by  the  plaintiff.  (4)  They  served  notices  of  such  ratification, 
confirmation,  renewal,  and  continuance  of  these  three  agree- 
ments upon  all  those  persons  who  were  former  dealers  in 
paintiff's  watch  cases.  The  remaining  averments  of  the 
twenty-seventh  paragraph  refer  not  to  defendants'  acts,  but 
to  the  consequences  of  those  acts;  the  principal  conse- 
quence being  that  the  former  purchasers  and  dealers  in  plain- 
tiff's watch  cases  and  other  dealers  in  watch  cases  were  com- 
pelled to  refuse  to  purchase  plaintiff's  goods. 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


DtTBBBB  WATOH  OAfiB  MFO.  CO.  V.  HOWARD  WATCH  00.    429 
Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

Hie  question  to  be  decided  is  whether  these  acts  are  within 
either  the  prohibition  of  the  first  section  of  the  statute  of 
1890  as  a  contract  or  combination  in  "  restraint  of  trade," 
or  within  the  prohibition  of  the  second  section  as  a  "  monop- 
olizing "  or  as  an  "  attempt  to  monopolize."  Whatever  dif- 
ferences of  opinion  there  may  be  as  to  the  meaning  of  these 
words  when  used  in  this  statute,  there  is  and  can  be  no  dis- 
pute as  to  one  qualification  expressed  in  the  act, — ^the  trade 
or  oonmierce  restrained  or  monopolized  or  attempted  to  be 
monopolized  must  be  interstate  or  international.  The  stat- 
ute expressly  so  says,  and,  whatever  its  phraseology,  it  must 
be  so  construed  if  it  is  to  stand,  since  it  is  only  such  trade 
and  commerce  that  congress  has  authority  to  regulate.  No 
monopolizing  or  attempt  or  combination  or  conspiracy  to 
monopolize  any  part  of  such  trade  or  commerce  is  set  forth 
in  the  complaint  The  several  manufacturers  defendant  are 
charged  with  an  attempt  to  secure  to  each  of  them  a  sale  of 
his  or  its  own  products  to  the  exclusion  of  those  of  the  plain- 
tiff, but  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  each  defendant  does 
not  sell  his  or  its  entire  product  in  the  very  state  where  it  is 
manufactured.  The  sale  within  a  state  of  articles  manufac- 
tured in  the  same  state  is  no  part  of  interstate  trade  or  com- 
merce. U.  S.  V.  E.  C.  Kniffht  Go.  (Jan.  21,  1895)  16  Sup. 
Ct  249.  The  circumstance  that,  after  manufactured  products 
are  thus  sold  within  the  state,  they  may  be  again  sold  for 
introduction  into  another  state,  and  thus  become  a  subject 
of  interstate  conmierce,  does  not  change  the  situation,  for  it 
is  only  when  a  commodity  has  begun  to  move  as  an  article 
of  trade  from  one  state  to  another  that  commerce  in  that  com- 
modity between  states  has  commenced.  Ooe  v.  Errolj  116 
U.  S.  517,  6  Sup.  Ct.  475.  The  complaint,  therefore,  fails 
to  charge  an  offense  against  section  2  of  the  act  of  1890. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  acts  of  defendants  sub- 
sequent to  July  2,  1890,  have  forced  and  compelled  persons 
who  theretofore  dealt  in  plaintiff's  goods  to  refuse  to  pur- 
chase the  same,  and  avers  that  prior  to  November  16,  1887, 
plaintiff  sold  its  goods  to  a  [643]  great  number  of  dealers 
throughout  the  United  States  and  Canada,  plaintiff  manu- 
facturing such  goods  first  in  Kentucky,  and  afterwards  in 
Ohio.    And  plaintiff's  counsel  contends  that  this  suflSiciently 
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charges  such  a  resfcraint  of  interstate  and  international  trade 
as  is  obnoxious  to  the  first  section  of  the  statute.  The  phrase 
used  in  the  act  of  1890,  viz.  "  restraint  of  trade,'*  is  no  new 
one.  It  had  theretofore  been  used  by  courts  applying  the  doc^ 
trines  of  the  common  law  in  determining  the  validity  of  con- 
tracts. It  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  lawmakers,  when  they 
chose  this  phrase,  intended  that  it  should  have,  when  used  in 
the  statute,  no  other  or  different  meaning  from  that  which 
had  always  been  given  to  it  in  judicial  decisions  and  in  the 
common  understanding.  The  title  indicates  that  the  phrase 
is  so  used,  for  the  act  is  described  as  one  ^'  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies  "  ;  and, 
though  the  title  to  an  act  cannot  control  its  words,  it  may 
furnish  some  aid  in  showing  what  was  in  the  mind  of  the 
legislator.  V.  S.  v.  Palmer^  8  Wheat  610.  The  "  restraint 
of  trade  "  which  is  obnoxious  to  the  provisions  of  the  first 
section  must  be  of  such  kind  as  was,  before  the  passage  of  the 
act,  recognized  as  unlawful.  In  re  Greene^  62  Fed.  104;  27.  ^S^. 
V.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass\  58  Fed.  68,  7  C.  C.  A.  16. 
It  may  be  assumed  that  the  total  amount  of  any  given  com- 
modity which  will  be  purchased  by  a  community  is  limited, 
and  when  several  sellers  of  such  commodity  enter  into  a  com- 
bination in  the  form  of  a  partnership,  and  by  ingenious  ad- 
vertising, or  by  the  devices  of  business  competition,  or  by  the 
offer  of  favorable  terms  to  buyers,  enlarge  their  own  trade 
in  such  commodity,  they  restrain  to  some  extent  the  trade 
of  one  or  more  of  their  competitors  therein.  But  no  one, 
not  even  the  plaintiff  in  error,  contends  that  the  statute 
forbids  any  such  acts,  although,  if  the  words  be  taken  with 
absolute  literalness,  the  phrase  ^  restraint  of  trade  "  is  broad 
enough  to  cover  them.  A  most  elaborate  discussion  of  the 
meaning  of  this  phrase  ^  restraint  of  trade,"  with  a  careful 
review  of  all  the  leading  authorities  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion, is  found  in  the  opinion  of  the  United  States  circuit  court 
of  appeals  for  the  Eighth  circuit  in  U.  S.  v.  Trana-Missouri 
Freight  Ass\  58  Fed.  68,  7  C.  C.  A.  16.  The  conclusion 
reached  by  that  court — ^and  on  that  branch  of  the  case  there 
was  no  dissent — ^is  that  where  it  is  a  question  as  to  private 
parties  engaged  in  private  pursuits,  and  not  dealing  in  staple 
commodities  of  prime  necessity,  ^  it  is  not  the  existence  of 
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the  restriction  of  competition,  but  the  reasonableness  of  that 
restriction,  that  is  the  test  of  the  yalidity  of  contracts  that  are 
claimed  to  be  in  restraint  of  trade.''  And  that  ^^  contracts 
made  for  a  lawful  purpose,  which  were  not  unreasonably 
injurious  to  the  public  welfare,  and  which  imposed  no  heav- 
ier restraint  upon  the  trade  than  the  interest  of  the  favored 
party  required,  had  been  imiformly  sustained,  notwithstand- 
ing their  tendency  to  some  extent  to  check  competition." 
A  like  stat^nent  of  the  law  is  found  in  Navigation  Go.  v. 
Winsor^  20  Wall.  64,  66,  where  the  supreme  court  holds 
that  ^^an  agreement  which  operates  merely  in  partial  re- 
straint of  trade  is  good,  provided  it  be  not  unreasonable, 
and  there  be  a  consideration  to  support  it.  [644]  In  order 
that  it  may  not  be  unreasonable,  the  restraint  imposed  must 
not  be  larger  than  is  required  for  the  necessary  protection 
of  the  party  with  whom  the  contract  is  made." 

It  remains  only  to  inquire  whether  the  contract  or  combi- 
nation set  out  in  the  complaint  is  in  restraint  of  interstate 
or  international  trade  in  the  sense  in  which  the  phrase  '^  re- 
straint of  trade  "  is  used  in  the  act  of  1890.  The  first  al- 
leged unlawful  action  of  defendants  charged  upon  them 
subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  act  is  a  renewal  and  con- 
firmation of  an  agreement  among  themselves  to  ^^  maintain 
an  arbitrary  fixed  price  to  the  public  for  all  the  goods  manu- 
factured by  them,"  and  a  canying  out  of  such  agreement 
by  thus  fixing  and  maintaining  a  price.  The  goods  in 
question  are  not  articles  of  prime  necessity,  as  were  the  flour, 
coal,  and  other  staple  commodities  ref  errcKi  to  in  many  of  the 
cases  dted  upon  the  argument;  nor  were  the  manufacturing 
defendants  engaged  in  any  public  or  quasi  public  business, 
as  were  the  railroads  or  the  gaslighting  companies  referred 
to  in  other  cases.  Each  one  of  the  defendants  had  an  un- 
doubted right  to  determine  for  himself  the  price  at  which 
he  would  sell  the  goods  he  made,  and  he  certainly  does  not 
lose  that  right  by  deciding  to  sell  them  at  the  same  price  at 
which  a  dozen  or  so  of  his  competitors  sell  the  goods  which 
they  make.  Collectively  the  defendants  owe  no  duty  to  any 
one  of  their  competitors  to  regulate  the  price  they  fix  for 
their  goods  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  the  price  he  fixes  for 
his  own.  And  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  public  is  injuri- 
10870<»— fi.  Doc  111,  62-1.  vol  1 28 
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oudy  affected  by  any  such  agreement  between  the  combining 
manufacturers.  If  the  price  so  fixed  is  the  normal  and  usual 
one  theretofore  prevailing,  certainly  the  public  cannot  com- 
plain; still  less  if  the  price  be  reduced.  If  a  combination 
of  the  capital  and  business  abilities  and  factory  appliances 
of  many  different  manufacturing  establishments  enables 
them  to  produce  an  equally  good  output  at  a  reduced  cost, 
so  that  they  can  sell  such  output  cheaper  than  any  single 
manufacturer  could,  surely  the  public  does  not  suffer.  If, 
on  the  contrary,  the  ccmibining  defendants  fix  the  price  too 
high,  they  restrain  their  own  trade  only;  the  public  will  buy 
the  goods  it  wants,  not  from  them,  but  from  their  competi- 
tors. There  are  no  averments  in  the  complaint  to  show  that 
the  defendants  are  all,  or  even  substantially  all,  of  the  manu- 
facturers of  watch  cases  in  the  United  States,  or  even  in  any 
single  one  of  the  different  states  wherein  their  manufactories 
are  located.  For  aught  that  appears,  they  represent  but  a 
small  part  of  the  watch-case  industry,  and  there  is  nothing 
to  prevent  the  number  of  their  competitors  from  increasing 
to  whatever  extent  the  public  demand  for  such  goods  may 
require.  This  is  no  such  case  as  that  presented  in  Amot  v. 
Coal  Co.j  68  N.  Y.  568,  where,  as  was  said,  "  the  region  of 
the  production  of  [anthracite  coal]  is  known  to  be  limited." 
There  is  nothing  in  the  complaint  nor  in  common  knowledge 
to  show  that  the  production  of  watch  cases  may  not  be  prac- 
tically unlimited.  An  agreement,  therefore,  between  some 
of  the  makers  of  watch  cases  to  sell  their  commodities  at  a 
uniform  price,  which  they  fix  upon  with  regard  only  to 
their  private  emolu-  [645]  ment  and  profit,  is  not  an  agree- 
ment in  general  restraint  of  trade,  or  unreasonably  injurious 
to  the  public  welfare,  within  the  authorities. 

The  other  contract  or  combination  which  plaintiff  con- 
tends to  be  unlawful  is  the  agreement  of  defendants  not  to 
sell  goods  of  their  manufacture  to  any  one  who  thereafter 
should  buy  or  sell  goods  manufactured  by  the  plaintiff.  To 
the  extent  that  such  refusal  to  deal  with  those  persons  who 
dealt  with  plaintiff  induced  such  persons  to  cease  dealing 
with  the  plaintiff,  and  to  buy  watch  cases  from  one  or  other 
of  the  defendants,  the  agreement  did  not  operate  in  general 
restraint  of  trade,  the  total  amount  of  purchases  and  sales 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


DXTEBEB  WATCH  OABE  MFO.  00.  V.  HOWABD  WATCH  CO.    488 
Opinion  of  the  Court 

remaining  ocmstftnt,  ao  far  as  the  complaiiit  shows.  It  did, 
no  doubt,  operate  in  partial  restraint  of  trade,  viz.  to  restrain 
some  part  of  plaintifTs  trade  in  the  watch  cases  it  manu- 
factnied.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  such  restraint  was  un- 
reasonable, nor  heavier  than  the  interest  of  the  favored  party 
required.  An  individual  manufacturer  or  trader  may  surely 
buy  from  or  sell  to  whom  he  pleases,  and  may  equally  refuse 
to  buy  from  or  to  sell  to  any  one  with  whom  he  thinks  it  will 
promote  his  business  interests  to  refuse  to  trade.  That  is 
entirely  a  matter  of  his  private  concern,  with  which  gov- 
ermnental  paternalism  has  not  as  yet  sought  to  interfere, 
except  when  the  property  he  owns  is  ^  devoted  to  a  use  in 
which  the  public  has  an  interest " ;  and  such  public  interest 
in  the  use  has  as  yet  been  found  to  exist  only  in  staple  com- 
modities of  prime  necessity.  Munn  v.  lUinaiSy  94  U.  S.  118 ; 
Budd  V.  New  York,  148  U.  S.  617,  12  Sup.  Ct  468.  It  is  a 
business  device,  probably  as  old  as  business  itself,  to  seek 
to  increase  the  number  of  one's  customers,  and  the  extent 
of  their  purchases,  by  treating  more  favorably  those  who 
become  exclusive  customers.  Certainly  there  is  nothing  un- 
lawful or  unfair  in  the  statement  to  the  trade  by  the  maker 
of  any  kind  of  merchandise,  "  My  goods  are  for  sale  only  to 
those  who  will  buy  from  me  exclusively,  not  to  others.'*  And 
the  case  is  in  no  way  different  if  a  half  a  dozen  individuals 
combine  into  a  partnership,  or  an  hundred  individuals  com- 
bine into  a  corporation,  and  adopt  the  same  method  to  en- 
large their  business.  If  this  be  so, — ^and  no  authority  to 
which  we  are  referred  holds  to  the  contrary, — ^it  is  difficult 
to  see  in  what  respect  it  is  unlawful  for  a  score  of  different 
manufacturers  to  enter  into  a  like  arrangement  to  push  the 
sales  of  their  own  goods,  or  to  secure  some  business  benefit  to 
themselves  by  increasing  the  number  of  their  exclusive  cus- 
tomers, when  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  parties  so 
combining  constitute  substantially  all,  or  even  a  majority,  of 
the  manufacturers  of  such  goods,  even  in  the  half  dozen  states 
where  their  factories  are  located,  and  when  the  field  for 
manufacture  is  open  to  all.  It  is  not  an  unlawful  business 
enterprise  for  sellers  to  seek  to  secure  the  entire  trade  of 
individual  buyers,  and  an  agreement  between  sellers,  who 
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wish  to  confine  their  dealings  to  such  buyers  only,  not  to  sell 
to  others,  is  not  an  unfair  or  unreasonable  measure  of  pro- 
tection for  such  trade.  Nor  can  it  be  claimed  that  such  an 
agreement  between  sellers  who  represent  but  a  part  of  the 
trade  is  injurious  to  the  public,  which  has  all  the  rest  of  the 
trade  to  deal  [646]  with.  ^^  Unless  an  agreement  inyolves  an 
absorption  of  the  entire  traffic,  *  *  *  it  is  not  objection- 
able to  the  statute  [of  1890].  Competition  is  not  stifled  by 
such  an  agreement,  and  other  dealers  would  soon  force  the 
parties  to  the  agreement  to  sell  at  the  market  price,  or  a 
reasonable  price,  at  least"  TJ.  S.  v.  Nelson^  52  Fed.  646. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  wherein  the  agreement  complained  of  is 
injurious  to  the  public.  Certainly  it  is  not  one  in  general 
restraint  of  trade.  It  seems  to  be  a  reasonable  business  device 
to  increase  the  trade  of  one  set  of  competitors  at  the  ex- 
pense, no  doubt,  of  their  business  rivals,  who  are  equally 
free  to  avail  of  similar  devices  to  secure  their  own  trade.  As 
such  it  is  not  obnoxious  to  the  statute.  The  agre^nents  or 
contracts  complained  of  being  not  unlawful,  the  giving  notice 
to  the  world  of  their  existence  is  no  offense.  The  judgment 
sustaining  the  demurrer  should  be  affirmed. 

Shipman,  Circuit  Judge  (concurring). 

I  concur  with  Judge  Lacombe  in  the  conclusion  that  the 
circuit  court  properly  sustained  the  demurrer  of  the  E.  How- 
ard Watch  &  Clock  Company  in  the  above-entitled  cause.  I 
am  not  now  prepared  to  adopt,  as  a  reason  for  that  conclu- 
sion, what  I  understand  to  be  Judge  La(X)mbe's  opinion,  that 
the  agreement  and  conduct  of  the  combined  defendants, 
which  are  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  do  not  constitute  a  vio- 
lation of  the  first  or  second  sections  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890. 
My  reason  for  regarding  the  complaint  as  demurrable  is 
the  more  technical  one  that  the  allegations  in  regard  to  the 
acts  which  the  defendants  committed,  or  in  regard  to  the 
facts  which  are  charged  to  have  existed,  do  not  show  that 
the  defendants  restrained  any  interstate  commerce,  or  monop- 
olized any  part  of  such  trade  or  commerce.  What  the  statute 
struck  at  was  "  combinations,  contracts,  and  conspiracies  to 
monopolize  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states  or 
with  foreign  nations"  (U.  iS.  v.  E.  0.  Knight  Co.  [Jan.  21, 
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1896]  16  Sup.  Ct.  219),  but  it  wUI  not  be  contended  that  sec- 
tion 7  of  the  statute  gives  a  cause  of  action  to  any  person 
against  another  person  who  had  merely  planned  to  commit  or 
unsuccessfully  attempted  to  commit  the  prohibited  acts.  The 
illegal  contract  or  attempted  monopoly  must  have  resulted  in 
an  injury  of  some  sort  to  the  plaintiff's  interstate  business. 
It  should  therefore  appear  directly,  and  not  by  way  of  infer- 
ence, that  the  acts  of  the  defendants,  or  their  attempts  to 
monopolize  interstate  commerce,  resulted  in  its  restraint  or 
monopoly,  to  the  plaintiff's  injury.  Hutchins  v.  Hutchina^ 
7  Hill,  104.  "An  action  will  not  lie  for  the  greatest  conspir- 
acy imaginable  if  nothing  be  put  in  execution,  but,  if  the 
party  be  damaged,  the  action  will  lie.  From  whence  it  fol- 
lows that  the  damage  is  the  glround  of  the  action.''  Savile  t. 
Roberts^  1  Ld.  Baym.  878.  The  important  allegations  in 
regard  to  the  conduct  of  the  combined  defendants  and  the 
results  of  the  acts  are  that  the  complainant  owned  an  exten- 
sive watdi-case  manufactory  in  Kentucky,  and  subsequently 
in  Ohio,  and  had  the  capacity  to  manufacture  and  offer  for 
sale  26,000  watch  cases  per  month,  and  that  before  November 
16, 1887,  it  sold  all  of  said  [647]  goods  to  a  great  number  of 
dealers  throughout  the  United  States  and  Canada.  It  may 
be  admitted  that  this  substantially  alleges  that  the  complain- 
ant engaged  in  interstate  conmierce.  It  is  also  alleged  that 
the  defendants  agreed,  on  or  about  said  day,  that  they  would 
not  thereafter  sell  any  goods  manufactured  by  them  to  any 
person  who  should  buy  or  sell  any  goods  manufactured  by 
the  complainant,  and  that  the  many  dealers  in  watch  cases 
throughout  the  United  States  and  Canada,  and  that  many  of 
the  complainant's  existing  and  previous  customers,  were  noti- 
fied of  this  agreement;  that  upon  receipt  of  such  notice  a 
large  number  of  the  then  and  theretofore  purchasers  of  the 
plaintiff's  watch  cases  withdrew  their  patronage,  and  ceased 
thereupon  entirely  to  purchase  or  deal  in  any  wise  in  plain- 
tiff's goods;  that  aU  the  acts  of  the  defendants  were  done 
and  performed  for  the  purpose  of  establishihg  a  monopoly 
in  the  supply  of  watches  to  the  public,  contrary  to  the  policy 
of  the  law,  and  in  violation  of  the  statutes  of  the  state  of  New 
York  and  of  the  United  States.  But  the  residence  of  no 
withdrawing  customer  is  alleged.    No  interference  with  in- 
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terstate  commerce  is  shown,  except  by  inferring  that  some  of 
the  withdrawing  customers  lived  in  another  state  than  Ohio ; 
and,  if  they  had  bought  the  complainant's  goods,  interstate 
transportation  would  have  taken  place.  The  general  allega- 
tion that  the  acts  done  in  pursuance  of  the  compact  of  No- 
vember 16,  1887,  and  before  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1800, 
were  done  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  monopoly  in  the 
supply  of  watches,  in  violation  of  the  statutes  of  New  York 
and  of  the  United  States,  is  not  an  allegation  that  the  acts 
restrained,  or  that  the  attempt  actually  monopolized,  inter- 
state trade  or  commerce. 

It  is  next  alleged  that  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  2, 
1890,  ''  all  the  former  purchasers  and  dealers  in  said  plain- 
tiff's watch  cases  and  other  dealers  in  watch  cases  were,  as 
plaintiff  is  informed  and  verily  believes,  ready  and  willing  to 
buy  large  quantities  of  said  plaintiff's  goods,  and  this  plaintiff 
would  have  at  once  regained  all  the  business  and  the  profits 
whereof  it  had  been  deprived  by  the  acts  aforesaid  of  the  de- 
fendants, but  that  said  defendants,  after  the  passage  of  the 
said  act  of  congress,  ratified,  confirmed,  renewed,  and  continued 
the  contracts,  agreements,  and  combinations  hereinbefore  al- 
leged, and  in  like  manner,  and  with  the  same  intention  as  here- 
inbefore alleged,  served  notices  of  their  said  ratification,  con- 
firmation, renewal,  ai^d  continuance  of  the  said  agreements 
and  combinations  upon  all  said  dealers  in  plaintiff's  watch 
cases,  whereby  said  dealers  have  continued  to  this  day,  forced 
by  said  renewal  threats  of  defendants,  and  compelled  thereby, 
and  not  otherwise,  to  refuse  to  purchase  plaintiff's  watch  cases, 
or  to  deal  in  any  wise  therein."  The  allegation  is  that  the 
former  purchasers  and  dealers,  who  were  intimidated  by  the 
previous  notices,  and  who  had  stopped  purchasing,  continued, 
in  consequence  of  the  new  notice,  to  be  intimidated,  and 
were  forced  by  the  renewed  threats  to  refuse  to  purchase  the 
plaintiff's  watch  cases.  The  names  of  the  states  in  which 
these  intimidated  persons  resided  are  not  given.  No  new 
diversion  of  trade  and  no  [648]  new  interference  with  in- 
terstate commerce  are  alleged.  Admitting  that  the  c(Hn- 
plaint  sufficiently  avers  renewed  acts  of  the  defendants,  there 
is  the  same  absence  of  allegation  that  any  customer,  old  or 
new,  outside  of  the  state  of  Ohio,  refused  to  purchase,  or  that 
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interstate  oommeroe  was  interfered  with.  The  complaint 
was,  of  course,  not  based  upon  the  theory  in  the  pleader's 
mind  that  the  statute  prohibited  an  attempted  monopoly  and 
a  consequent  injury,  whether  the  trade  or  C(»nmerce  monopo- 
lized was  domestic  or  interstate,  but  he  seems  to  hare  been 
cautious  in  regard  to  averring  that  the  attempted  monopoly 
had  affected  interstate  commerce.  Where  a  plaintiff  declares 
upon  a  statute,  especially  upon  one  penal  in  its  character,  im- 
posing, as  this  one  does,  three  times  all  actual  damages  as  a 
punishment  for  offenses  against  its  provisions,  his  com- 
plaint should  contain  explicit  averments,  which  would,  if  not 
controverted,  bring  his  cause  of  action  within  the  provisions 
of  the  statute.  The  pleader  in  this  case  has  failed  to  thus 
aver  that  trade  between  the  states  or  with  foreign  countries 
has  been  restrained  by  action  of  the  defendants,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  circuit  court  sustaining  the  demurrer  should,  in 
my  opinion,  be  aflirmed. 

WAUiACB,  C^cuit  Judge. 

I  agree  with  the  majority  of  the  court  that  this  action 
must  be  deemed  to  be  founded  upon  the  act  of  congress  of 
July  2, 1890,  and  that  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  well 
taken  unless  the  complaint  sets  forth  a  cause  of  action  given 
by  that  statute.  I  dissent,  however,  from  the  conclusion 
that  the  complaint  does  not  set  forth  such  a  cause  of  action. 
Briefly  stated,  the  averments  of  the  complaint  are  that  prior 
to  the  time  of  the  enactment  of  the  statute  the  plaintiff  was 
engaged  in  manufacturing  and  selling  watches  in  the  states 
of  Ohio  and  Kentucky,  having  a  market  therefor  throughout 
the  United  States,  and  selling  its  goods  to  a  great  number  of 
dealers  in  other  states;  that  the  defendants,  also  manufactur- 
ers of  watches,  had  agreed  among  themselves  to  maintain  an 
arbitrary  fixed  price  for  all  their  goods;  that  thereafter,  in 
order  to  comi)el  plaintiff  to  join  them  in  that  compact,  and 
prevent  it  from  selling  its  goods  unless  it  did  so,  the  defend- 
ants combined  in  an  agreement  not  to  sell  any  watches  made 
by  any  of  them  to  any  dealers  who  should  thereafter  buy  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  notified  the  dealers  in  watches  throughout 
the  United  States  of  the  agreement;  that  thereafter  the  de- 
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fendants  did  refuse  to  sell  such  dealers  as  had  bought  of 
plaintiff,  and  thereby  they  prevented  a  great  number  of 
dealers  from  buying  of  plaintiff,  and  effected  a  complete  boy* 
cott  of  its  trade;  and  that,  after  the  statute  was  passed,  the 
same  combination  and  acts  were  renewed  and  continued  by 
the  defendants,  with  the  malicious  purpose,  and  with  the  re- 
sult, of  suppressing  plaintiff's  trade.  The  complaint  does 
not  explicitly  allege  that  this  combination  was  entered  into 
or  these  acts  were  done  by  the  defendants  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  the  plaintiff  from  selling  to  customers  in  other 
states;  but  from  the  facts  alleged  the  conclusion  is  irresisti- 
ble that  this  purpose  was  comprehended  in  the  [649]  con- 
spiracy of  the  defendants,  and  the  law  presumes  that  they 
contemplated  the  ordinary  and  natural  consequences  of  their 
acts.  The  statute  declares  various  acts  affecting  trade  or 
commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations 
criminal,  some  of  them  being  acts  which  are  not  criminal  at 
common  law.  It  also  gives  a  civil  remedy,  cognizable  by  the 
federal  courts,  to  any  person  or  corporation  injured  by  rea- 
son of  such  acts.  The  statute  can  have  no  application  to 
acts  affecting  purely  infra-state  trade, — the  commerce  only 
between  citizens  of  the  same  state, — ^not  only  because  its  lan- 
guage does  not  permit  it,  but  because  the  power  of  commer- 
cial regulation  given  to  congress  by  the  constitution  is  re- 
stricted to  interstate  commerce,  foreign  conmierce,  and  com- 
merce with  the  Indian  tribes.  By  one  section  it  declares  it 
to  be  a  misdemeanor  to  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monop- 
olize, or  combine  or  conspire  to  monopolize,  any  part  of  the 
trade  or  conmierce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign 
nations;  by  another  it  declares  illegal  every  contract,  com- 
bination in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  such  trade  or  commerce.  The  same  punishment 
is  affixed  to  each  of  the  different  offenses.  The  questions  in 
the  case  are  whether  such  a  combination  or  conspiracy  as  is 
set  forth  in  the  complaint  operates  upon  interstate  tnide  or 
conmierce,  and  whether  it  is  in  restraint  of  trade,  within 
the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  by  congress  in  the  statute. 
I  cannot  doubt  that  a  combination  intended  and  adapted  to 
strangle  the  trade  between  the  dealer  who  sells  his  goods  in 
one  state  and  his  customers  in  other  states  of  the  Union  who 
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bay  them, — a  trade  which  necessarily  involyes  the  transpor- 
tation of  the  goods  from  one  state  to  another, — ^is  intended 
and  adapted  to  affect  interstate  commerce,  and  is,  therefore, 
within  the  scope  of  the  prohibition  of  the  statute.  The  power 
of  regulation  is  not  confined  to  commerce  which  begins  with 
the  transit  of  goods,  but  operates  upon  all  commerce  of  which 
the  transit  is  an  ordinary  incident  This  is  illustrated  by 
the  legislation  of  congress  in  regard  to  trade-marks.  The 
original  trade-mark  statute  was  held  to  be  void  because  it 
was  intended  to  embrace  trade-marks  used  in  infra-state 
commerce  as  well  as  in  interstate  commerce.  Trade-Mark 
Oaaesj  100  TT.  S.  22.  Thereupon  congress  passed  another 
statute  protecting  trade-marks  used  in  commerce  with  foreign 
nations  or  with  the  Indian  tribes.  In  conferring  juris- 
diction of  suits  to  protect  such  trade-marks  upon  the  fed- 
eral courts  congress  declared  that  such  courts  should  not  take 
cognizance  unless  the  trade-mark  in  controversy  ^  is  used  on 
goods  intended  to  be  transported  to  a  foreign  country,''  thus 
plainly  indicating  an  intention  to  give  a  remedy  although  the 
trade-mark  has  not  been  used  upon  goods  actually  trans- 
ported or  in  course  of  transportation.  See  Byder  v.  Holty 
128  U.  S.  526,  9  Sup.  Ct  145.  It  has  been  repeatedly  said 
in  the  opinions  of  the  supreme  court  that  conmierce  among 
the  states,  as  that  term  is  used  in  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion which  vests  in  congress  the  power  of  regulation,  includes 
the  buying  and  selling  of  commodities,  and  the  transporta- 
tion incidental  thereto.  County  of  Mobile  v.  KimbaUj  102 
U.  S.  [660]  691-702 ;  Gloucester  Ferry  Co.  v.  State  of  Perm- 
aylvama,  114  U.  S.  196-208,  5  Sup.  Ct  826;  Kidd  v.  Pear- 
san^  128  IT.  S.  1-20,  9  Sup.  Ct  6.  The  Knight  Case  does  not 
disaffirm  the  proposition,  but  reiterates  it  What  the  Knight 
Case  decides  is  that  a  combination  to  control  the  manufac- 
ture of  a  product  within  a  single  state  is  not  in  restraint  of 
interstate  commerce,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  such  com- 
merce may  be  indirectly  affected  by  it  The  court  say  that 
the  fact  that  an  article  is  manufactured  for  export  to  another 
state  does  not  of  itself  make  it  an  article  of  interstate  com- 
merce, and  the  intent  of  the  manufacturer  does  not  determine 
the  time  when  the  article  or  product  passes  from  the  control 
of  the  state  and  belongs  to  commerce.    But  the  court  also 
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used  this  language :  ^'  Contracts  to  buy,  sell,  or  exchange 
goods  to  be  transported  among  the  several  states,  the  trans- 
portation and  instrumentalities,  and  articles  bou^t,  sold,  or 
exchanged,  for  purposes  of  such  transit  among  the  states,  or 
put  in  the  way  of  transit,  may  be  regulated;  but  this  is 
because  they  form  part  of  interstate  trade  or  commeroe." 
The  acts  charged  against  the  defendants  are  intended  and 
adapted  to  impinge  upon  the  '^  contracts  to  buy,  selL  or  ex- 
change goods  to  be  transported  among  the  several  states,'' 
made  and  to  be  negotiated  by  the  complainant  with  its  cus- 
tomers in  other  states;  and  it  cannot  matter  whether  those 
contracts  are  negotiated  in  the  state  where  the  goods  were 
produced  or  in  the  state  where  the  customers  of  complainant 
reside. 

Are  the  acts  charged  in  restraint  of  trade?  The  primary 
purpose  of  the  conspiracy  set  forth  was  doubtless  to  compel 
the  plaintiff  to  join  in  a  compact  with  the  other  defendant?) 
to  maintain  an  arbitrary  price  or  scale  of  prices  for  their 
goods,  or  otherwise  to  drive  the  corporation  out  of  business; 
but  its  legitimate  and  necessary  result  was  to  likewise  de- 
prive dealers  in  watches  generally,  carrying  on  their  business 
in  many  states,  of  the  untranmieled  exercise  of  their  right 
to  buy  from  the  plaintiff.  The  books  are  full  of  cases  in 
which  a  covenant  not  to  carry  on  a  business  or  vocation  has 
been  declared  to  be  in  restraint  of  trade,  although  the  con- 
tract was  only  to  restrict  the  covenantor.  As  is  said  in 
Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.^  68  Pa.  St  178: 
"  The  illegality  of  contracts  affecting  public  trade  appears  in 
the  books  under  many  forms.  The  most  frequent  is  that  of 
contracts  between  individuals  to  restrain  one  of  them  tnxm 
performing  a  business  or  employment."  So  conspiracies 
aimed  at  the  trade  or  occupation  of  a  single  pei'son  have 
not  only  been  declared  civilly  actionable,  but  criminal,  be- 
cause affecting  the  public  as  well  as  the  immediate  indi- 
vidual. In  the  early  case  of  Rex  v.  Eccles^  8  Doug.  887,  the 
indictment  alleged  that  the  defendants  had  conspired  to 
"  deprive  and  hinder  "  one  "  from  following  and  exercising  " 
his  trade  as  a  hatter;  and  Lord  EUenborough  alluded  to  it 
as  one  f<Mr  conspiracy  '^  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  so  fiar  a 
conspiracy  to  do  an  tmlawful  act  affecting  the  public."    Ren 
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y.  Turner^  18  East,  228,  281.  DoubUeas,  in  prohibiting  con- 
tracts or  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  congress  to  prohibit  only  those  which  were  previously 
recognized  at  common  law  as  belonging  to  that  category,  and 
not  to  prohibit  [651]  any  which  only  effect  a  reasonable  re- 
straint. Such  contracts  or  combinations  as  operate  only  in 
partial  restraint  of  trade,  are  made  for  a  just  and  honest 
purpose,  and  are  for  the  protection  of  the  legitimate  interests 
of  the  parties,  are  consistent  with  the  public  convenience 
and  the  general  welfare.  And  it  is  undi/ubtedly  l^e  that 
the  tendency  of  modem  judicial  opinion  is  to  regard  with 
more  liberality  than  formerly  prevailed  all  contracts  or  com- 
binations which  are  designed  to  protect  parties  from  unneces- 
sarily injurious  competition,  even  though  their  indirect  re- 
sults may  be  to  subject  the  public  to  a  monopoly.  I  do  not 
think  the  combination  set  forth  in  the  complaint  can  be  ap- 
proved upon  any  such  considerations.  No  body  of  manufac- 
turers is  justified  in  combining  to  coerce  a  competing  manu- 
facturer to  join  them  and  sell  his  goods  at  a  price  to  be  fixed 
by  them,  and  to  destroy  his  business  in  the  event  of  his  re- 
fusal to  do  so;  and  it  matters  not  that  they  propose  to 
destroy  his  business  by  peaceful  methods  of  influencing  his 
customers  not  to  deal  with  him.  '^  Men  can  often  do  by  the 
combination  of  many  what  severally  no  one  could  accom- 
plish, and  even  what,  when  done  by  one,  would  be  innocent." 
Morris  Bim  Coal  Co,  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.^  supra.  '*  Any  one 
man,  or  any  one  of  the  several  men,  acting  independenUy,  is 
powerless;  but  when  several  combine  and  direct  their  united 
energies  to  the  accomplishment  of  a  bad  purpose,  the  com- 
bination is  formidable.  Its  power  for  evil  increases  as  its 
numbers  increase."  State  v.  Glidden^  56  Conn.  46,  8  Atl.  890. 
"  Every  man  has  the  right  to  employ  his  talents,  industry, 
and  capital  as  he  pleases,  free  from  the  dictation  of  others; 
and  if  two  or  more  persons  combine  to  coerce  his  choice  in 
this  behalf,  it  is  a  criminal  conspiracy,  whether  the  means 
^nployed  are  actual  violence  or  a  species  of  intimidation  that 
works  upon  the  mind."  State  v.  Stewart^  59  Vt.  273,  9  Atl. 
559.  The  weight  of  authority  supports  the  proposition  that 
a  combination  is  not  only  actionable,  but  is  a  criminal  con- 
spiracy, whenever  the  act  to  be  done  has  the  necessary  t«nd- 
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ency  to  prejudice  the  public,  or  to  oppress  indiyiduals  by 
unjustly  subjecting  them  to  the  power  of  confederates,  and 
giving  effect  to  their  purposes,  whether  of  extortion  or  of 
mischief.  The  doctrine  of  some  of  the  adjudications  that  a 
conspiracy  is  not  criminal  unless  its  object  is  to  compass 
some  criminal  purpose,  or  some  purpose  not  criminal  by  crim- 
inal means,  is  not  the  prevailing  opinion.  It  suffices  to 
quote  the  language  of  Chief  Justice  Shaw  in  Com.  v.  Hunt^ 
4  Mete  (Mass.)  Ill,  128,  as  follows: 

**  With%at  attempting  to  review  and  reconcile  all  the  cases,  we  are  of 
opinion  that,  as  a  general  description,  though  perhaps  not  a  precise 
and  accurate  definition,  a  conspiracy  must  be  a  combination  of  two  or 
more  persons  by  some  concerted  action  to  accomplish  some  criminal 
or  unlawful  purpose,  or  to  accomplish  some  purpose  not  in  itself 
criminal  or  unlawful  by  criminal  or  unlawful  means.  We  use  the 
terms  'criminal  or  unlawful'  because  it  is  manifest  that  many  acts 
are  unlawful  which  are  not  punishable  by  indictment  or  other  public 
prosecution;  and  yet  there  is  no  doubt,  we  think,  that  a  combination 
by  numbers  to  do  them  would  be  an  unlawful  conspiracy  and  punish- 
able by  indictment" 

The  statute  upon  which  this  action  is  founded  discrimi- 
nates between  combination  and  conspiracy,  and  it  not  only 
makes  both  [652]  criminal,  but  it  makes  contracts  in  which 
there  is  no  element  of  a  conspiracy  or  combination  also 
criminal  if  in  restraint  of  trade.  It  is  therefore  quite  im- 
material whether  the  acts  charged  in  the  complaint  are  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  criminal  conspiracy  at  conmion  law.  It 
suffices  if  the  combination  set  forth  is  oppressive  in  its  nature, 
and  mischievous  in  its  effects.  I  do  not  question  the  right  of 
the  defendants  to  combine  for  their  own  protection  against 
unfair  competition,  and  in  that  behalf,  their  commodity  not 
being  one  of  prime  necessity,  to  agree  not  to  sell  to  those 
who  do  not  buy  exclusively  of  them,  or  who  buy  of  the  com- 
plainant or  some  other  obnoxious  competitor;  but  I  repudiate 
the  doctrine  that  they  can  combine  to  induce  the  customers  of 
a  rival  manufacturer  not  to  deal  with  him  unless  he  will 
join  their  combination.  Upon  the  averments  in  this  com- 
plaint, which  are  of  course  to  be  taken  as  true  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  demurrer,  this  case  is  one  in  which  the  defend- 
ants are  acting  not  from  motives  of  self-protection,  but 
oppressively,  and  are  actively  concerting  to  destroy  the  busi- 
ness of  a  rival  by  inducing  other  dealers  not  to  trade  with 
him  because  he  will  not  sell  his  goods  at  their  prices.    In 
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People  V.  Fisher^  14  Wend.  1,  the  defendants  were  indicted 
under  a  statute  making  it  criminal  for  two  or  more  persons 
to  conspire  to  commit  any  act  "  injurious  to  trade  or  com- 
merce." They  were  journeymen  shoemakers,  and  had  con- 
certed together  to  fix  the  price  of  making  coarse  boots,  agree- 
mg  that  if  a  journeyman  shoemaker  should  make  any  such 
boots  at  a  compensation  below  the  rate  established  he  should 
pay  a  penalty,  and,  if  any  master  shoemaker  should  employ 
a  journeyman  who  had  violated  their  rules,  that  they  would 
refuse  to  work  for  him,  and  would  quit  his  employment.  In 
sustaining  the  indictment,  and  declaring  such  acts  criminal, 
the  court  used  this  language: 

"  The  man  who  owns  an  article  of  trade  or  commerce  is  not  obliged 
to  sell  it  for  any  particular  price,  nor  is  the  mechanic  obliged  by  law 
to  labor  for  any  particular  price.  He  may  say  that  he  will  not  make 
coarse  boots  for  less  than  one  dollar  per  pair,  but  he  has  no  right  to 
say  that  another  mechanic  shall  not  make  them  for  less.  The  cloth 
merchant  may  say  that  he  will  not  sell  his  goods  for  less  than  so  much 
per  yard,  but  has  no  right  to  say  that  another  merchant  shall  not  sell 
for  a  less  price.  If  one  individual  does  not  possess  such  a  right  over 
the  conduct  of  another,  no  number  of  individuals  can  possess  such  a 
right  All  combinations,  therefore,  to  effect  such  an  object  are  in- 
jurious not  only  to  the  individual  particularly  oppressed,  but  to  the 
public  at  large.  •  •  •  The  interference  of  the  defendants  was 
Jurious  not  only  to  the  individual  particularly  oppressed,  but  to  the 
public  inconvenience  and  embarrassment" 

This  language  exactly  fits  the  present  case.  For  these 
reasons  I  think  the  complaint  states  a  good  cause  of  action, 
and  the  judgment  sustaining  the  demurrer  should  be  reversed. 


[180]  NATIONAL  HAEKOW  CO.  v.  QUICK  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court,  D.  Indiana.    March  23,  1895.) 
[07  Fed.,  130.] 

Monopolies  and  Combinations — Control  of  Patents — ^Pttbiio  Pol- 
icnr — ^Bquitt. — A  corporation  organized  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
assignments  of  all  patents  relating  to  '*  spring-tooth  harrows/'  to 
grant  licenses  to  the  assignors  to  use  the  patents  upon  payment  of 
a  royalty,  to  fix  and  regulate  the  price  at  which  such  harrows  shall 
be  sold,  and  to  take  charge  of  all  litigation,  and  prosecute  all  in- 
fringements of  such  patents,  is  an  illegal  combination,  whose  pur- 

o  Rehearing  denied  April  13,  1895;  affirmed  by  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  May  4, 1896  (74  Fed.,  236),  but  the  question  of  unlawful  com- 
bhiation  was  not  considered. 
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poses  are  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  which  a  conrt  of  equHy 
should  not  aid  by  entertaining  Infringement  suits  brought  in  pur- 
suance thereof  .0 
Patents — ^Invention — ^Pbiob  Abt — Sfbino  -  Tooth  Haebowb. — The 
Reed  patent,  No.  201946,  for  improvements  in  spring-tooth  harrows* 
consisting  substantially  in  the  adjustment  of  a  curved  tooth  to  a 
curved  seat  on  the  harrow  frame,  and  fastened  thereto  by  a  curve*! 
clip  having  biting  edges,  held  valid,  in  deference  to  prior  decisionB 
sustaining  the  same,  although  the  court  was  of  opinion  that,  in 
view  of  the  prior  state  of  the  art,  no  invention  was  displayed; 
but  held,  further,  that  the  patent  should  be  limited  to  the  very 
terms  of  the  specifications  and  claims,  and  that  it  is  therefore  not 
infringed  by  harrows  made  in  accordance  with  the  Miller  patent. 
No.  44424a 

This  was  a  bill  by  the  National  Harrow  Company  against 
Frank  Quick  and  E.  Lindahl  for  infringement  of  a  patent 
relating  to  spring-tooth  harrows. 

N.  H.  Stuart  and  Howard  <&  Rooa^  for  complainant 

F.  H.  Lockwood^  for  defendants. 

Bakeb,  District  Judge. 

This  is  a  bill  in  equity  to  recover  damages,  and  to  re- 
strain the  alleged  infringement  of  letters  patent  No.  201946, 
issued  April  2,  1878,  to  Dewitt  C.  Reed,  for  alleged  new  and 
useful  improvements  in  harrows,  which  complainant  now 
holds  by  divers  mesne  assignments. 

The  defenses  interposed  and  relied  on  at  the  hearing  are: 
(1)  That  the  complainant  is  a  combination  or  trust  attempt- 
ing to  hold  and  use  its  naked  legal  title  as  assignee  for  pur- 
poses contrary  to  public  [131]  policy,  and  that  a  court  of 
equity  ought  not  to  aid  its  unlawful  purposes  by  entertain- 
ing the  present  bill;  (2)  that  the  alleged  improvements 
secured  by  the  patent  do  not  involve  invention;  (8)  that 
the  defendants  do  not  infringe. 

The  complainant  is  a  corporation  purporting  to  be  or- 
ganized under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey.  The 
purpose  of  its  organization,  as  shown  by  the  proofs,  is  to 
become  the  assignee  of  all  the  patents  held  by  the  different 
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corporations  and  businees  firms  in  the  United  States  which 
are  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  spring-tooth 
harrows;  to  grant  licenses  to  such  ccvporations  and  firms 
to  use  the  patents  so  assigned  upon  the  payment  by  them  of 
a  royalty  of  one  dollar  for  each  harrow  raanu&ctured  and 
sold ;  to  take  charge  of  all  litigation  of  its  licensees  in  rela- 
tion to  such  patents,  and  to  prosecute  all  infringements  of  any 
patent  so  assigned;  to  pay  all  costs  and  expenses  of  sudb 
litigation;,  and  to  fix  and  regulate  the  price  at  which  such 
harrows  shall  be  sold  by  its  licensees.  The  complainant 
corporation  is  not  organized  for  the  manufacture  and  sale 
of  harrows  under  the  patents  assigned  to  it,  nor  has  it  ever 
engaged  in  their  manufacture  and  sale.  A  majority  of  all 
tlie  corporations  and  firms  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  spring-tooth  harrows  in  the  United  States  have  as- 
signed the  patents  owned  by  them,  respectively,  to  the  com- 
plainant, and  have  received  from  it  licenses  to  manufacture 
and*  sell  harrows  under  the  patents  severally  assigned  by  them 
to  it.  The  patent  in  suit  is  one  of  those  so  assigned  to  the 
complainant  by  D.  C.  &  H.  C.  Beed  &  Co.,  who  have  received 
an  exclusive  license  from  the  complainant  to  manufacture 
and  sell  harrows  under  that  patent  practically  in  all  the 
territory  covered  by  it.  So  far  as  I  can  perceive,  the  com- 
plainant is  organized  to  receive  assignments  of  the  legal 
title  of  harrow  patents,  to  grant  back  licenses  to  their  as- 
signors to  use  and  enjoy  the  same,  to  collect  from  each  mem- 
ber of  the  combination  or  trust  one  dollar  as  a  license  fee 
for  each'  harrow  manufactured  and  sold,  to  regulate  and 
control  the  price  at  which  harrows  may  be  sold  by  the  mem- 
bers of  the  combination,  and  to  prosecute  and  defend  all 
suits  involving  the  alleged  infridgement  of  such  assigned 
patents. 

It  seems  to  me  that  such  a  combination  is  illegal,  and  that 
its  purposes  are  violative  of  sound  public  policy.  The  com- 
mon law  forbids  the  organization  of  such  combinations, 
composed  of  numerous  corporations  and  firms.  They  are 
dangerous  to  the  peace  and  good  order  of  society,  and  they 
arrogate  to  themselves  the  exercise  of  powers  destructive 
of  the  right  of  free  competition  in  the  markets  of  the  coun- 
try, and,  by  their  aggregate  power  and  influence,  imperil 
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the  free  and  pure  administration  of  justice.  Strait  v.  HaT" 
TOW  Co.  (Sup.)  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  224;  Richardson  v.  BuJd^ 
77  Mich.  632,  48  N.  W.  1102;  Emery  v.  Candle  Co.,  47  Ohio 
St  820,  24  N.  E.  660;  State  v.  Nebraska  DistiUing  Co.,  29 
Neb.  700,  46  N.  W.  155. 

Complainant  says  that  its  title  to  the  patent  in  question 
is  valid,  and  that  it  has  a  lawful  right  to  its  protection  from 
invasion  by  a  stranger,  regardless  of  the  objects  and  pur- 
poses of  the  combination  which  it  represents.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  defendants  contend  that  to  give  its  title  protection 
would  be  to  give  aid  to  the  unlawful  pur-  [132]  poses  of  the 
combination.  In  suits  at  law  it  is  doubtless  true,  as  a  gen- 
eral proposition,  that  a  wrongdoer  will  not  be  permitted  to 
dispute  the  legal  title  of  one  in  possession  of  money  or  prop- 
erty by  showing  that  the  title  thereto  was  unlawfully  ac- 
quired, or  that  the  owner  intends  to  apply  it  to  an  unlawful 
use.  I  have  strong  doubts  whether  this  rule  ought  to  apply 
to  a  suit  in  equity,  where  nothing  but  clean  hands  and  a  good 
conscience  will  move  the  court  to  act.  The  combination  rep- 
resented by  the  complainant  is  not  illegal  in  any  other  sense, 
except  that  the  law  will  not  lend  its  aid  to  the  accomplish- 
ment of  its  purposes.  The  common  law  does  not  prohibit 
the  making  of  such  combinations.  It  merely  declines,  after 
they  have  been  made,  to  recognize  their  validity,  by  refusing 
to  make  any  decree  or  order  which  will  in  any  way  give  aid 
to  the  purposes  of  such  combinations.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  court  cannot  sustain  the  present  bill  without  giving  aid 
to  the  unlawful  combination  or  trust  represented  by  the  com- 
plainant. The  question  is  not  free  from  doubt,  but  in  a  case 
of  doubt  I  feel  it  my  duty  to  resolve  it  in  such  a  way  as  will 
not  lend  the  countenance  8f  the  court  to  the  creation  of  com- 
binations, trusts,  or  monopolies.  They  have  already  grown 
to  alarming  proportions,  and  courts,  to  the  full  extent  of  their 
powers,  ought  to  discountenance  and  repress  them. 

Turning  to  the  patent  in  question,  we  find  that  the  "  in- 
vention relates  to  improvements  in  harrows,  and  more  par- 
ticularly to  that  class  of  harrows  wherein  the  teeth  are 
spring  teeth  or  of  bow  form."  It "  consists  more  particularly 
in  a  novel  means  for  adjusting  the  said  tooth  so  as  to  give 
to  its  point  a  greater  or  less  depth  of  cut,  which  is  effected 
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by  making  that  portion  of  the  tooth  which  is  adjacent  to  the 
frame  curved  and  resting  on  a  curved  seat,  and  securing  it 
thereto  by  a  clip  or  its  equivalent,  by  the  loosening  of  which 
the  tooth  may  be  thrown  forward  or  pushed  back  beneath 
its  fastening,  thus  lowering  or  raising  its  point  The  cross- 
bar or  loop  portion  of  the  clip  is  formed  concave  upon  its 
underside,  and  with  a  concavity  greater  than  the  correspond- 
ing portion  of  the  harrow  tooth ;  so  that,  when  brought  down 
to  a  firm  bearing  upon  the  tooth,  this  cross  portion  of  the 
dip  will  find  a  firm  bearing  at  its  edges  upon  its  curved  seat 
Instead  of  employing  a  continuous  clip,  that  part  resting 
upon  the  tooth  may  be  simply  a  bar  or  plate  perforated  at 
its  ends  for  the  passage  of  bolts,  which  bolts  are  drawn 
snugly  by  nuts  upon  the  other  side  of  the  frame.  So,  also, 
a  plate  might  rest  upon  the  harrow  tooth,  and  be  held  in  its 
place  by  an  ordinary  clip,  of  uniform  dimensions  throughout, 
the  plate  not  being  perforated,  but  simply  grooved  along  that 
portion  where  the  clip  passes,  in  order  to  hold  the  clip  in  its 
place.  Other  forms  will  readily  suggest  themselves,  the 
principal  feature  of  my  invention  being  that  the  tooth  shall 
rest  upon  a  curved  seat,  and  be  capable  of  being  adjusted 
longitudinally  through  its  said  seat,  and  thereby  either  ele- 
vate or  depress  its  working  point  I  am  aware  Uxat  it  is  not 
new  with  me,  broadly  considered,  to  adjust  a  harrow  tooth 
longitudinally  upon  its  frame,  so  as  to  vary  the  depth  of  the 
cut  thereof,  and  hence  I  do  not  include  the  same  in  my  inven- 
tion. What  I  daim  is:  (1)  The  combination,  with  a  harrow 
frame  and  harrow  tooth  secured  thereon,  [133]  so  as  to  be 
longitudinally  adjusted,  of  a  fastening  dip  formed  as  des- 
cribed, whereby  only  its  two  transverse  edges  have  a  bearing 
against  the  tooth,  substantially  as  set  forth.  (2)  The  com- 
bination, with  a  harrow  frame  provided  with  a  curved  seat, 
of  a  curved  tooth  and  dip  or  its  equivalent,  D,  substantially 
as  and  for  the  purposes  described." 

The  patentee  does  not  daim  the  curved  tooth,  nor  the  curved 
seat,  nor  the  curved  or  concave  dip  with  its  biting  edges, 
nor  the  longitudinal  adjustibility  of  the  harrow  tooth  upon 
its  frame,  as  his  invention.  Each  of  these  dements  was  old 
and  well  known.  The  problem  which  he  proposed  to  him- 
sdf  was  to  adjust  a  curved  tooth  to  a  harrow  beam  so  that 
10870*— 8.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 29 
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it  could  be  readily  moved  in  the  direction  of  its  length,  and 
thus  elevate  or  depress  the  point  of  the  tooth.  The  inven- 
tion consists  in  resting  the  harrow  tooth  upon  a  curved  seat, 
and  fastening  it  in  place  with  an  adjustable  curved  or  con- 
cave dip  having  biting  edges.  In  view  of  the  pric^  state 
of  the  art,  disclosed  in  the  record,  and  which  may  be  found 
fully  set  out  in  Reed  v.  Smithy  40  Fed.  882, 1  am  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  adjustment  of  a  curved  tooth  to  a  curved  seat  on 
the  harrow  frame,  and  fastened  thereto  by  a  curved  dip  hav- 
ing biting  edges,  does  not  amount  to  invention.  It  seems  to 
me  that  a  skillful  mechanic,  familiar  with  the  construction 
of  harrows,  could  have  devised  the  method  of  adjusting  and 
fastening  the  tooth  covered  by  the  patent  by  the  simple 
exerdse  of  mechanical  skill.  While  such  is  my  opinion,  I 
feel  bound  to  hold  this  patent  to  be  valid  out  of  deference  to 
many  former  adjudications  in  which  it  has  been  sustained. 
It  ought  not,  however,  to  receive  a  construction  broader  than 
the  very  terms  of  the  specification  and  daims  require. 
As  said  in  Reed  v.  Smithy  supra: 

"  We  find  it  impossible  to  escape  tbe  condnsion  tliat  the  clip,  which 
lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  plaintilTs  patent,  is  limited  to  a  corred 
cUp  with  biting  edges,  designed  to  hold  the  tooth  rigidly  to  its  seat" 

The  patent  then  embraces  a  curved  dip,  having  biting 
edges,  in  connection  with  a  curved  tooth  and  a  curved  seat 
for  the  same.  The  specification  declares  that  ^  the  prindpal 
feature  of  the  invention  is  that  the  tooth  shall  rest  upon  a 
curved  seat*' 

The  defendants  are  alleged  to  have  infringed  by  the  sale 
of  harrows  manufactured  under  letters  patent  No.  444S48, 
dated  January  6,  1891,  issued  to  Huson  Y.  Miller  for  an 
alleged  improvement  in  spring-toothed  harrows.  In  this 
patent  the  harrow  beam  has  a  channel  crossing  its  under- 
f ace,  in  which  channd  a  flat  metal  plate  is  fastened  by  a  pin, 
and  the  tooth  is  placed  in  the  channd,  and  rests  against  the 
metal  plate  at  its  outer  edges,  and  is  fastened  by  an  ordinary 
flat  dip,  which  comes  in  contact  with  the  tooth  at  a  point 
situated  centrally  in  relation  to  the  edges  of  the  plate,  and 
upon  its  convex  side.  When  the  dip  is  drawn  down  upon 
the  convex  side  of  the  tooth,  it  presses  the  concave  side  of  the 
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tooih  firmly  upon  the  outer  edges  of  the  plate,  thus  holding 
the  tooth  in  place.  The  tendency  of  the  pressure  of  the  clip 
is  to  slightly  elevate  the  point  of  the  tooth.  While  the  re- 
sult produced  by  each  device  is  the  same,  [184]  the  means 
used  to  produce  it  differ.  In  the  defendants'  device  the 
tooth  does  not  rest  on  a  curved  seat,  nor  is  it  held  in  place 
by  a  curved  clip  having  biting  edges.  The  patent  office  evi- 
dently considered  the  difference  between  the  two  devices  so 
substantial  that  the  Miller  patent  was  not  regarded  as  an 
infringement  of  the  complainant's  patent. 

In  view  of  the  narrow  construction  which  I  feel  con- 
strained to  put  upon  the  complainant's  patent,  I  do  not  re- 
gard the  Miller  patent  as  embodsring  an  infringing  device; 
and,  as  that  device  is  the  one  used  in  the  harrows  sold  by  the 
defendants,  they  cannot  be  held  liable  for  infringement. 
The  bill  is  therefore  dismissed  for  want  of  equity,  at  com- 
plainant's costs. 


[698]    UNITED  STATES  v.  CASSIDY  ET  AL. 

(District  Court,  N.  D.  California.    April  1  and  2,  1886.) 
[67  Fed.,  698.] 

GONSFIBAOT  TO  COMMIT  OnSHBES  AflAINST  TBX  UNITED  SlATlB— BBT. 

St.  I  6i40.— Tfie  statute  rating  to  oonspiracieB  to  oommit  offenses 
against  the  United  States  (Rev.  St  |  5440)  contains  three  elemoiti, 
wtiich  are  necessary  to  constitnte  the  offense.  These  are:  (1)  The 
act  of  two  or  more  persons  conspiring  togetlier;  (2)  to  commit  any 
offense  against  the  United  States ;  (8)  the  overt  act,  or  the  element 
of  one  or  more  of  such  parties  doing  any  act  to  effect  the  object  of 
the  conspiracy.^ 

Sams— OoNSPnucT  DmNsa— A  CQnQ>iracy  is  a  combination  of  two 
or  more  persons  by  concerted  action  to  accomplish  a  criminal  or 
nnlawfal  purpose,  or  some  purpose  not  in  itself  criminal,  by  crim- 
inal or  onlawfol  means.  PetHbone  v.  U.  8^  18  Siq>.  Ct  542, 148  U.  S. 
208,  cited. 

Samb— MAifnn  or  CoiisPiBUfG.— The  common  design  is  the  essence  of 
the  charge;  bat  it  is  not  necessary  thattwo  or  more  persons  sliocild 
meet  together,  and  ttiter  into  an  explicit  or  fbrmal  agreemeot  for  an 
nnlawfal  scheme,  or  that  th^  shoold  directly,  by  words  or  in  writ- 
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Ing,  Btate  what  the  unlawful  scheme  was  to  be»  and  the  detallB  of  the 
plan  or  the  means  by  which  the  unlawful  combination  was  to  be 
made  effective.  It  Is  sufficient  if  two  or  more  persons,  in  any  man- 
ner or  through  any  contrivance,  positively  or  tacitly,  come  to  a 
mutual  understanding  to  accomplish  a  common  and  unlawful  design. 

Same — ^Pabtibs  to  Gonsfieagt. — ^Where  an  unlawful  end  Is  sought  to 
be  effected,  and  two  or  more  persons,  actuated  by  the  common  purpose 
of  accomplishing  that  end,  worl^  together  In  any  way  In  furtherance 
of  the  unlawful  scheme,  every  one  of  said  persons  becomes  a  mem- 
ber of  the  conspiracy,  although  the  part  any  one  was  to  take  therein 
was  a  subordinate  one,  or  was  to  be  executed  at  a  remote  distance 
from  the  other  conspirators. 

Same. — ^Any  one  who,  after  a  conspiracy  is  formed,  and  who  knows  of 
its  existence  Joins  therein,  becomes  as  much  a  party  thereto  from 
that  time  as  if  he  had  originally  conspired.  17.  S.  v.  Bahcocfct  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  14487,  3  Dill.  586,  cited. 

Same — Evidence— Acts  or  One  Party. — ^Where  several  persons  are 
proved  to  have  combined  together  for  the  same  ill^al  purpose,  any 
act  done  by  one  of  them,  in  pursuance  of  the  original  concerted  plan, 
and  with  reference  to  the  common  object.  Is,  in  the  contemplation 
of  the  law,  the  act  of  the  whole  party,  and  therefore  the  proof  of 
such  act  will  be  evidence  against  any  of  the  others  who  were  engaged 
In  the  conspiraoy. 

Same — ^Declarations  by  Pabtixs. — ^Any  declaration  made  by  one  of 
the  parties,  during  the  pendency  of  the  Illegal  enterprise,  is  not  only 
evidence  against  himself,  but  against  all  the  other  conspirators, 
who,  when  the  combination  is  proved,  are  as  much  responsible  for 
such  declarations,  and  the  acts  to  which  they  relate,  as  If  made  and 
committed  by  themselves.  This  rule  applies  to  the  declaration  of  a 
co-conspirator,  although  he  may  not  himself  be  under  prosecution. 

Same — Gonspibaoy  as  Distinct  Oftbnsx. — The  law  regards  the  act 
of  unlawful  combination  and  confederacy  as  dangerous  to  the  peace 
of  society,  and  declares  that  such  combination  and  confederacy 
to  commit  crime  requires  an  additional  restraint  to  those  provided 
for  the  commission  of  the  crime  itself.  It  therefore  makes  criminal 
the  consphracy  itself,  with  penalties  and  punishm^its  dis- 
[699]  tlnct  from  those  It  attaches  to  the  crime  which  may  be  the 
object  of  the  conspiracy. 

Same — Means  Ck)NTEMPTJLTED — ^Aujdoations  and  Pboofs. — ^It  is  not  in- 
cumbent upon  the  prosecution  to  prove  that  all  the  means  set  out 
in  the  indictment  were  in  fact  agreed  upon  to  carry  out  the  con- 
spiracy, or  that  any  of  them  were  actually  used  or  put  in  operation. 
It  is  sufficient  if  it  be  shown  that  one  or  more  of  the  means  de- 
scribed in  the  Indictment  were  to  be  used  to  execute  that  purpose. 

Same — Overt  Acts. — While  at  common  law  it  was  not  necessary  to  aver 
or  prove  an  overt  act  in  furtherance  of  a  conspiracy,  yet,  under  the 
statute  relating  to  conspiracies  to  commit  an  offense  against  the 
United  States,  the  doing  of  some  act  in  pursuance  of  the  conspiracy 
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is  made  an  ingredient  of  the  crime,  and  must  be  established  as  a 
necessary  element  thereof,  although  the  act  may  not  be  in  itself 
criminal.    U.  S.  v.  Thompson,  31  Fed.  881, 12  Sawy.  155,  cited. 

Same. — It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  a  verdict  of  guilty,  that  the 
jury  should  find  that  each  and  every  one  of  the  overt  acts  charged 
in  the  indictment  was  in  fact  committed ;  but  it  is  sufficient  to  sliow 
that  one  or  more  of  these  acts  was  committed,  and  that  it  was  done 
in  furtherance  of  the  conspiracy. 

OBSTBUcnNG  THE  Mails.—Rev.  St.  S  89d5.— Although  the  law,  which 
now  appears  in  Rev.  St.  §  8995,  and  which  makes  it  an  offense  to 
obstruct  and  retard  the  passage  of  the  United  States  mails,  was 
originally  passed  prior  to  the  introduction  into  the  United  States 
of  the  method  of  transporting  mail  by  railroads,  and  the  phraseology 
of  the  law  conforms  to  conditions  prevailing  at  that  time  (March 
8,  1825),  yet  it  is  equally  applicable  to  the  modem  Sjrstem  of  con- 
veyance and  protects  alike  the  transportation  of  the  mail  by  the 
**  limited  express  **  and  by  the  old-fashioned  stagecoach. 

Same. — ^The  statute  applies  to  all  persons  who  **  knowingly  and  will- 
fully "  obstruct  and  retard  the  passage  of  the  mails  or  tlie  carrier 
carrying  the  same;  that  is,  to  those  who  know  that  the  acts  per- 
formed, however  innocent  they  may  otherwise  be,  will  have  the 
effect  of  obstructing  and  retarding  the  mail,  and  who  perform  the 
acts  with  the  intent  that  such  shall  be  their  operation.  U.  8.  ▼. 
Kirby,  7  WalL  485,  cited. 

Same. — The  statute  also  applies  to  persons  who,  having  in  view  the 
accomplishment  of  other  purposes,  perform  unlawful  acts,  which 
have  the  effect  of  obstructing  and  retarding  the  passage  of  the  mails. 
In  such  case,  an  intent  to  obstruct  and  retard  the  mails  will  be  im- 
puted to  the  authors  of  the  unlawful  act,  although  the  attainment 
of  other  ends  may  have  been  their  primary  object  U.  8.  ▼.  Kirhy, 
7  WalL  485,  dted. 

Same — ^Mail  Trains. — ^A  mail  train  is  a  train  as  usually  and  regu- 
larly made  up,  including  not  merely  a  mail  car,  but  such  other  cars 
as  are  usually  drawn  in  the  train.  If  the  train  usually  carries  a 
Pullman  car,  then  such  train,  as  a  mail  train,  would  include  the  Pull- 
man car  is  a  part  of  its  regular  make  up.  Therefore,  if  such  a  train 
is  obstructed  or  retarded  because  it  draws  a  Pullman  car,  it  is  no 
defense  that  the  parties  so  delaying  it  were  willing  that  the  mail 
should  proceed  if  the  Pullman  car  were  left  behind.  U.  8.  ▼.  OUtrk, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  14805,  23  Int  Rev.  Rec.  806,  followed. 

Same. — Any  train  which  is  carrying  mail,  under  the  sanction  of  the 
postal  authorities,  is  a  mail  train,  In  the  eye  of  the  law. 

Sams— Intent. — ^It  is  not  necessary  that  defendants  should  be  shown 
to  have  had  knowledge  that  the  mails  were  on  board  of  a  train 
which  they  have  detained  and  disabled.  On  the  contrary,  they  are 
chargeable  with  an  [700]  intent  to  do  whatever  is  the  reasonable 
and  natural  consequence  of  their  acts;  and  as  the  laws  make  all 
railways  postal  routes  of  the  United  States,  and  it  is  within  every 
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one's  knowledge  that  a  large  portion  of  the  i^asaenger  trains  carry 
mall,  It  Is  to  be  presumed  that  any  person  obstructing  one  of  those 
trains  contemplates,  among  other  intents,  the  obstruction  of  the 
malL    U.  8.  v.  Dehs,  66  Fed.  211,  followed. 

OoMBHTATiONS  TO  Obstbuot  Intebstate  Commxbob— Aot  July  2, 
1800.— The  word  '*  commerce,*'  as  used  In  the  act  of  July  2,  1800,  to 
protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monop- 
olies, and  In  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  has  a  broader 
meaning  than  the  word  *'  trade."  Commerce  among  the  states  con- 
sists of  intercourse  and  traffic  between  their  citizens,  and  includes 
the  transportation  of  persons  and  property,  as  well  as  the  purchase, 
sale,  and  exchange  of  commodities. 

Sams. — ^While  the  primary  object  of  the  statute  was  doubtless  to 
prevoit  the  destruction  of  legitimate  and  healthy  competition  in 
Interstate  conmierce,  by  the  engrossing  and  monopolizing  of  the 
markets  for  commodities,  yet  its  provisions  are  broad  enough  to 
reach  a  combination  or  conspiracy  that  will  interrupt  the  traniqwr- 
tation  of  such  commodities  and  persons  from  one  state  to  another. 
U.  8.  ▼.  Workingfnen*8  Amalgamated  CounoUf  54  Fed.  006,  cited. 

Samb-— PuzxMAN  Cabs. — Pullman  cars  in  use  upon  railroads  are  in- 
strumentalities of  **  commerce."    V.  8,  v.  Dehs,  64  Fed.  763,  cited. 

COUBPIBAGIXS — COMBHTATIONS    OF    RAILBOAO    EMPIX>TS8 — ^UNIOITO    AKD 

PBOTBcnyB  Associations — Stbikxs. — ^The  employdi  of  railway  com- 
panies have  a  right  to  organize  for  mutual  benefit  and  protection, 
and  tor  the  purpose  of  securing  the  highest  wages  and  the  best 
conditions  th^  can  conunand.  They  may  appoint  officers,  who  shall 
advise  them  as  to  the  course  to  be  taken  in  their  relations  with 
their  employer,  and  they  may,  if  they  choose,  repose  in  their  officers 
authority  to  order  them,  or  any  of  them,  on  pain  of  expulsion 
from  their  union,  peaceably  to  leave  the  employment  because  the 
terms  thereof  are  unsatisfactory.  But  it  is  unlawful  for  them  to 
combine  and  quit  work  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  their  employer 
to  withdraw  from  his  relations  with  a  thh:d  party,  for  the  purpose 
of  injuring  that  third  party.  TfMmaa  v.  Bailwap  Oo„  (Q  Fed.  817, 
followed. 

Samx.— A  strike,  or  a  preconcerted  quitting  of  work,  by  a  combination 
of  raihroad  employes,  is,  in  itself,  unlawful,  if  the  concerted  action 
is  knovringly  and  willfully  directed  by  the  parties  to  it  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obstructing  and  retarding  the  passage  ot  the  mails,  or  in 
restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  states. 

Gbhonal  Law— BBASOzrABLB  Doubt.— A  reasonable  doubt  is  one  aris- 
ing out  of  the  evidence;  not  an  imaginary  doubt,  a  fandful  con- 
jecture, or  strained  inference,  but  such  a  doubt  as  a  reasonable 
man  would  act  upon  or  decline  to  act  upon  when  his  own  concerns 
are  involved,— a  doubt  for  which  a  good  reason  can  be  giv«i, 
which  reason  must  be  based  upon  the  evidence  or  want  of  evidmee. 

Baiob— Pbovincb  or  Juby — CuDiBiLrrT  of  WmncsaxsL — Tlie  Jury  are 
the  exclusive  Judges  of  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses.    A  witness 
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Is  preramed  to  speak  the  truth,  but  this  presumptloii  may  be  re- 
pelled by  the  manner  In  which  he  testtflea,  by  the  character  of  hla 
testimony,  or  by  the  evidence  affecting  his  character  for  truth,  hon- 
esty, or  integrity,  or  his  motives,  and  by  contrary  evidence.  But 
the  power  of  the  Jury  to  Judge  of  the  effect  of  evidence  is  not 
arbitrary;  it  must  be  exercised  with  legal  disctetiott,  and  in  sub- 
ordination  to  tlie  rules  of  evidoice. 

This  was  an  indictment  against  John  Cassidy,  John 
Mayne,  and  others,  under  Rev.  St.  §  5440,  for  conspiracy  to 
omunit  offenses  against  the  United  States,  namely,  the  of- 
fense of  obstructing  the  [701]  mails  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  offense  of  combining  and  conspiring  to  restrain 
trade  and  commerce  between  tiie  states  of  the  Union  and 
with  foreign  countries.  The  prosecutions  grew  out  of  the 
great  Pullman  strike,  which  occurred  during  June  and  July, 
1894,  and  which  was  mainly  supported  and  carried  on 
through  the  organization  known  as  the  ^  American  Railway 
Union.'*  The  charge  delivered  by  Judge  Morrow  in  this 
case  is  believed  to  be  the  longest  ever  delivered  in  a  criminal 
case  in  this  country,  and  only  exceeded  in  any  case  by  the 
charge  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  Cockbum  in  the  Tichbome 
Case.  While  only  two  of  the  defendants  were  tried,  the  case 
was  treated  as  a  test  case,  both  by  the  government  and  by 
the  strikers,  and  it  involved,  as  a  practical  result,  the  dispo- 
sition of  some  182  other  cases.  Most  of  the  defendants  were 
recognized  leaders  of  the  strike  in  California.  The  char- 
acter of  the  charge— conspiracy  to  retard  the  United  States 
mails  and  restrain  interstate  commerce — brought  up  the  en- 
tire strike,  so  far  as  the  Pacific  coast  was  concerned.  Two 
hundred  and  sixteen  witnesses  were  examined,  and  the  trial 
occupied  five  months,  beginning  November  12, 1894,  and  end- 
ing April  6, 1895.  The  testimony  covered  nearly  6,000  pages 
of  typewritten  matter,  and  was  practically  a  record  of  all 
the  incidents  relating  to  the  strike.  The  charge  was  deliv- 
ered on  April  1  and  2, 1896. 

H.  S.  FooUy  Special  Assistant  United  States  Attorney,  and 
Samuel  Knight,  Assistant  United  States  District  Attorney. 

Oeo.  W.  Monteith,  for  defendants. 
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Charge  to  the  Jury. 
Morrow,  District  Judge  (charging  jury). 

Gentlemen  of  the  Jury:  I  congratulate  you  on  the  ap- 
proaching termination  of  this  case.  For  five  months  you 
have  been  required  to  give  your  constant,  and,  I  might  say, 
exclusive,  attention  to  the  daily  proceedings  in  this  court 
The  trial  of  the  case  has  been  protracted,  but  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  say  that  any  greater  time  has  been  occupied  than 
was  necessary,  under  the  circumstances,  to  secure  the  testi- 
mony of  the  216  witnesses  who  have  appeared  before  you 
upon  the  stand.  The  nature  of  the  charges  against  the  de- 
fendants now  on  trail,  covering,  as  they  do,  the  whole  field 
of  the  railroad  strike  of  last  summer  in  this  district,  neces- 
sarily involves  the  closest  scrutiny  into  every  feature  of  that 
affair.  In  this  examination  you  have  displayed  a  patient 
interest  of  such  a  commendable  character  as  to  call  for  the 
special  acknowledgment  of  the  court  You  are,  indeed,  en- 
titled to  the  gratitude  of  every  good  citizen  of  the  com- 
munity for  the  sacrifices  you  are  making,  and  for  the  serv- 
ice you  are  rendering  in  the  faithful  performance  of  a  public 
duty. 

In  submitting  ihe  case  to  your  consideration,  it  becomes 
my  duty  to  call  your  attention  to  the  character  of  the  charges 
against  the  defendants,  and  the  provisions  of  law  under 
which  the  prosecution  is  being  conducted.  It  is  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  declare  the  law ;  it  is  your  exclusive  province 
and  responsibility  to  apply  the  law  so  declared  to  ^e  facts 
as  you,  upon  your  conscience,  believe  them  to  be  established. 

[702]  The  indictment  contains  two  counts,  which,  in  gen- 
eral terms,  charge  that  the  defendants  conspired,  combined, 
and  agreed  together,  and  with  divers  other  persons,  to  ob- 
struct and  retard  the  passage  of  the  United  States  mails, 
and  the  carrier  carrying  the  same,  and  also  that  they  en- 
gaged in  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  commerce  among  the  several  states  of  the  United  States, 
and  with  foreign  countries.  The  crime  of  conspiracy  is 
besed  upon  section  6440  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States,  which  provides  as  follows : 

"If  two  or  more  persons  conspire  either  to  commit  any  offense 
against  the  United  States  or  to  defraud  the  United  States  In  any 
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manner  or  for  any  pnrpoee,  and  one  or  more  of  such  parties  do  any 
act  to  effect  the  object  of  the  conspiracy  all  the  parties  to  sudi 
conspiracy  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  not  more  than  ten  thousand 
dollars,  or  to  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  two  yean  or  to  both 
fine  and  imprisonment,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 

To  make  this  statute  as  dear  to  you  as  possible,  I  will 
call  your  attention  to  its  three  essential  provisions.  The  first 
element  is  the  act  of  two  or  more  persons  conspiring  together ; 
the  second  is  to  commit  any  offense  against  the  United 
States;  and  the  third  is  what  is  termed  the  "  overt  act^''  or 
the  element  of  one  or  more  of  such  parties  doing  any  act 
tf}  effect  the  object  of  the  conspiracy.  With  respect  to  the 
first  element,  we  find  that  a  conspiracy  has  been  described 
as  a  combination  of  two  or  more  persons,  by  concerted  action, 
to  accomplish  a  criminal  or  unlawful  purpose,  or  some  pur- 
pose not  in  itself  unlawful  or  criminal,  by  criminal  or  un- 
lawful means.  Pettibane  v.  U.  S.,  148  U.  S.  203, 13  Sup.  Ct 
542.  The  common  design  is  the  essence  of  the  charge,  and 
while  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  establish  a  conspiracy,  to 
prove  a  combination  of  two  or  more  persons,  by  concerted 
action,  to  accomplish  the  criminal  or  unlawful  purpose,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  constitute  a  conspiracy  that  two  or  more 
persons  should  meet  together,  and  enter  into  an  explicit  or 
formal  agreement  for  an  unlawful  scheme,  or  that  they 
should  directly,  by  words  or  in  writing,  state  what  the  un- 
lawful scheme  was  to  be,  and  the  details  of  the  plan  or  means 
by  which  the  unlawful  combination  was  to  be  made  effective. 
It  is  sufficient  if  two  or  more  persons,  in  any  manner,  or 
through  any  contrivance,  positively  or  tacitly  come  to  a 
mutual  understanding  to  accomplish  a  common  and  unlawful 
design.  In  other  words,  where  an  unlawful  end  is  sought 
to  be  effected,  and  two  or  more  persons,  actuated  by  the  com- 
mon purpose  of  accomplishing  that  end,  work  together,  in 
any  way,  in  furtherance  of  the  unlawful  scheme,  every  one 
of  said  persons  becomes  a  member  of  the  conspiracy,  although 
the  part  he  was  to  take  therein  was  a  subordinate  one,  or 
was  to  be  executed  at  a  remote  distance  from  the  other  con- 
spirators. A  combination  formed  by  two  or  more  persons, 
to  effect  an  unlawful  end,  is  a  conspiraqr,  said  persons  acting 
under  a  common  purpose  to  accomplish  the  end  designed. 
Any  one  who,  after  a  conspiracy  is  formed,  and  who  knows 
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of  its  existence,  joins  therein,  becomes  as  much  a  party 
thereto,  from  that  time,  as  if  he  had  originally  conspired. 
U.  8.  V.  Babcookj  8  Dill.  686,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14487.  Further- 
more,  where  several  persons  are  proved  to  have  combined 
together  for  the  same  [703]  illegal  purpose,  any  act  done 
by  one  of  the  parties  in  pursuance  of  the  original  concerted 
plan,  and  with  reference  to  the  common  object,  is,  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  law,  the  act  of  the  whole  party,  and 
therefore  the  proof  of  such  act  will  be  evidence  against  any 
of  the  others  who  were  engaged  in  the  same  conspiracy.  It 
is  also  true  that  any  declaration  made  by  one  of  the  parties 
during  the  pendency  of  the  illegal  enterprise  is  not  only 
evidence  against  himself,  but  is  evidence  against  the  other 
parties,  who,  when  the  combination  is  proved,  are  as  much 
responsible  for  such  declarations  and  the  acts  to  which  they 
relate  as  if  made  and  committed  by  themselves.  This  rule, 
you  will  understand,  applies  to  the  declaration  of  a  co- 
conspirator, although  he  may  not  be  under  prosecution,  his 
declaration  being  equally  admissible  with  those  of  one  under 
indictment  and  prosecution. 

The  confederacy  to  commit  an  offense  is  the  gist  of  the 
criminality  under  the  law.  The  law  regards  the  act  of  un- 
lawful combination  and  confederacy  as  dangerous  to  the 
peace  of  society,  and  declares  that  such  combination  and  con- 
federacy of  two  or  more  persons,  to  commit  crime,  requires 
an  additional  restraint  to  those  provided  for  the  commission 
of  the  crime,  and  makes  criminal  the  conspiracy,  with  penal- 
ties and  punishments  distinctive  from  those  prescribed  for  the 
crime  which  may  be  the  object  of  the  conspiracy.  You  will 
readily  understand  why  this  is  true.  A  conspiracy  becomes 
powerful  and  effective  in  the  accomplishment  of  its  illegal 
purpose  in  proportion  to  the  nimibers,  power,  and  strength  of 
the  combination  to  effect  it.  It  is  also  true  that,  as  it  involves 
a  number  in  a  lawless  enterprise,  it  is  proportionately  demor- 
alizing to  the  well-being  and  character  of  the  men  engaged  in 
it,  and,  as  a  consequence,  to  the  safety  of  the  community  to 
which  they  belong. 

The  second  essential  element  in  tiie  offense  described  by 
the  statute  is  the  purpose  of  the  conspirators  to  commit  an  of- 
fense against  the  United  States.    The  indictment  charges 
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that  the  defendants  conspired  with  others  to  commit  two  of- 
fense against  the  United  States,— one  to  obstruct  and  retard 
the  passage  of  the  United  States  mail  and  the  carrier  carry- 
ing the  same ;  and  the  other,  that  they  engaged  in  a  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce 
among  the  several  states  of  the  United  States  and  with  for- 
eign countries.  The  first  charge  is  based  upon  the  provisions 
of  section  3996  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  provides  as 
follows: 

"Any  person  wbo  shall  knowingly  and  wlllfally  obstntct  and  retard 
the  passage  of  the  mail,  or  any  carriage,  bone,  drlTer,  or  carrier  Gar> 
rying  the  same,  shall,  for  every  such  offense,  be  punishable  by  a  fine 
of  not  more  than  one  hundred  dollars." 

This  section  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  was  originally  section 
9  of  the  act  of  March  8, 1826  (4  Stat.  104),  and,  having  been 
passed  prior  to  the  introduction  into  the  United  States  of  the 
method  of  transporting  mail  by  railroads,  the  phraseology  of 
the  law  conformed  to  the  conditions  prevailing  at  that  time, 
but  it  is  equally  applicable  to  the  modem  system  of  convey- 
ance, and  protects  alike  the  transportation  of  the  mail  by  the 
"  limited  express,"  as  it  does  the  carriage  by  the  old-fashioned 
stagecoach.  There  are,  however,  certain  [704]  provisions 
of  law  directed  specifically  to  the  transportation  of  the  mail 
by  railroad  trains,  to  which  I  desire  to  call  your  attention- 
Section  8964  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  as  follows: 

'^The  following  are  established  post-roads:  *  *  *  All  railroads 
or  parts  of  railroads  which  are  now  or  hereafter  may  be  in  operation.** 

Section  8,  Act  March  8,  1879  (20  Stat.  358),  provides 
^  that  the  postmaster  general  shall,  in  all  cases,  decide  upon 
what  trains  and  in  what  manner  the  mails  shall  be  conveyed." 
Section  4000  of  the  Revised  Statutes  provides  that: 

**  Every  railway  company  carrying  the  mail  shall  carry  on  any  train 
which  may  run  over  its  road,  and  without  extra  charge  therefor,  all 
mailable  matter  directed  to  be  carried  thereon,  with  the  person  in 
charge  of  the  same." 

There  is  still  another  provision  of  law  applicable  to  the 
transportation  of  mails  on  the  Pacific  railroads,  which  is  as 
follows: 

'^That  the  grants  aforesaid  are  made  upon  the  condition  that  said 
company  shall  •  •  •  transport  mails  •  •  •  upon  said  rail- 
road for  the  government,  whenever  required  to  do  so  by  any  depart- 
ment tiiereof,  and  that  the  government  shall  at  all  times  have  tiie 
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preference  in  the  use  of  the  same  for  all  tiie  pnrposes  aforesaid  (at 
fair  and  reasonable  rates  of  compensation,  not  to  exceed  the  amounts 
paid  by  private  parties  for  the  same  kind  of  service),  and  all  compen- 
sation for  services  rendered  to  the  government  shall  be  applied  to  the 
payment  of  said  bonds  and  interest  until  the  whole  amount  is  fully 
paid."  Act  July  1,  1862,  to  aid  in  construction  of  a  railroad  and  tele- 
graph line  from  the  Missouri  river  to  the  Pacific  Ocean,  i  6  (12 
Stat  403). 

Becurring,  now,  to  section  8996  of  the  Eevised  Statutes, 
making  it  an  offense  to  obstruct  and  retard  the  passage  of  the 
mails,  and  you  will  observe  that  the  statute  applies  to  those 
persons  who  "  knowingly  and  willfully"  obstruct  and  retard 
the  passage  of  the  miiils,  or  the  carrier  carrying  the  same; 
that  is  to  say,  to  those  who  know  that  the  acts  performed, 
however  innocent  they  may  otherwise  be,  will  have  the  effect 
of  obstructing  and  retarding  the  passage  of  the  mail,  and 
they  perform  the  acts  with  the  intention  that  such  shall  be 
their  operation  Z7.  S.  v.  Kirby^  7  Wall,  485.  "  It  would  be 
no  defense  imder  this  statute,"  said  an  eminent  judge  in  a 
recent  case,  "that  the  obstruction  was  effected  by  merely 
quitting  employment,  where  the  motive  of  quitting  was  to 
retard  the  mails,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  terms  of 
employment    Thomas  v.  Railway  Co.^  62  Fed.  822. 

The  statute  also  applies  to  those  persons  who,  having  in 
view  the  accomplishment  of  other  purposes,  perform  unlaw- 
ful acts,  which  have  the  effect  of  obstructing  and  retarding 
the  passage  of  the  mails.  In  such  case,  the  intention  to  ob- 
struct and  retard  the  passage  of  the  mails  will  be  imputed  to 
the  authors  of  the  unlawful  act,  although  the  attainment  of 
other  ends  may  have  been  their  primary  object  V.  S.  v. 
Kirbyy  mpra. 

The  second  offense,  which,  it  is  charged  in  the  indictment, 
was  the  object  of  the  conspiracy,  was  to  restrain  trade  and 
commerce  among  the  several  states  and  with  foreign  nations. 
This  offense  is  described  in  an  act  of  congress  entitled  "An 
act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  re- 
straints and  monopolies,"  approved  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat 
209),  which  provides  as  follows: 

[705]  "  Section  1.  Every  contract  combination  in  the  form  of  trust 
or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
IlIegaL  Bvery  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in 
any  such  combination  or  conspiracy,  shaU  be  deemed  guUty  of  a  mia- 
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demeanor,  and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  he  punished  by  a  fine  not 
exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  Imprisonment  not  exceeding  one 
year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 

"  Trade  "  has  been  defined  as  "  the  exchange  of  commodi- 
ties for  other  commodities  or  for  money;  the  business  of 
buying  and  selling;  dealing  by  way  of  sale  or  exchange." 
The  word  "  commerce,"  as  used  in  the  statute  and  under  the 
terms  of  the  constitution,  has,  however,  a  broader  meaning 
than  the  word  "  trade."  Commerce  among  the  states  con- 
sists of  intercourse  and  traffic  between  their  citizens,  and 
includes  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property,  and  the 
navigation  of  public  waters  for  that  purpose,  as  well  as  the 
purchase,  sale,  and  exchange  of  commodities.  County  of 
Mobile  V,  KimbaU^  102  U.  S.  702;  Olouceater  Ferry  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania^  114  U.  S.  203,  6  Sup.  Ct  826.  Pullman  cars 
in  use  upon  the  roads  are  instrumentalities  of  commerce. 
U.  S.  V.  Debs,  64  Fed.  763.  The  primary  object  of  the  statute 
was,  undoubtedly,  to  prevent  the  destruction  of  legitimate 
and  healthy  competition  in  interstate  commerce  by  individ- 
uals, corporations,  and  trusts,  grasping,  engrossing,  and 
monopolizing  the  markets  for  commodities.  U.  S.  v.  Patter- 
son,  55  Fed.  605.  But  its  provisions  are  broad  enough  to 
reach  a  combination  or  conspiracy  that  would  interrupt  the 
transportation  of  such  commoditiei  and  persons  from  one 
state  to  another.  27.  S,  v.  WorTcmgmen^s  Amalgamated 
Council,  54  Fed.  995, 1000. 

We  come,  now,  to  consider  the  third  element  invcdved  in 
the  crime  of  conspiraqr,  as  it  is  declared  in  the  statute  under 
consideration;  that  is  to  say,  the  overt  act,  or  the  element  of 
one  or  more  of  the  parties  to  the  conspiracy  doing  any  act  to 
effect  its  object.  At  common  law,  it  was  neither  necessary  to 
aver  nor  to  prove  an  overt  act  in  furtherance  of  a  conspiracy. 
Bannon  v.  U.  5.,  15  Sup.  Ct.  467.  The  offense  was  complete 
when  the  unlawful  concert  and  agreement  was  entered  into 
and  concluded,  although  nothing  was  done  in  pursuance 
thereto,  or  to  carry  it  into  effect  It  was  one  of  the  few  cases 
in  which  the  law  undertook  to  punish  criminally  an  unexe- 
cuted intent  or  purpose  to  commit  a  crime.  U.  S,  .v.  Walsh, 
6  Dill,  58,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16636.  But,  imder  the  statute  of  the 
United  States  now  imder  consideration,  the  doing  of  some 
act  in  pursuance  of  a  conspiracy  is  an  ingredient  of  the  crime. 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


460  67  FBDBRAL  BEPOBTEB,  705. 

Oharge  to  tbe  Jury. 

and  must  be  established  as  a  necessary  el^nent  of  the  offense, 
although  the  act  need  not  be  in  itself  criminal  or  amount  to 
a  crime.    V.  S.  v.  Thompson^  12  Sawy.  156,  31  Fed.  881. 

With  this  general  statement  and  explanation  of  the  statute 
involved  in  this  case,  I  will  proceed  to  consider  the  allega- 
tions in  the  indictment,  which,  as  I  said  before,  contains  two 
counts. 

The  first  count  charges  that  the  defendants  conspired  both 
to  obstruct  and  retard  the  passage  of  United  States  mails, 
and  to  unlawfully  engage  in  a  combination  and  conspiraqr 
in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce,  while  the  second  count 
charges  a  conspiracy  in  re-  [706]  straint  of  trade  and  com- 
merce alone.  Otherwise,  both  counts  are,  in  substance  and 
form,  identical.  In  general  terms,  the  two  counts  charge: 
(1)  Formationof  the  conspiracy;  (2)  legal  corporate  exist- 
ence of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  and  its  means,  man- 
ner, and  methods  of  transporting  the  mails  and  interstate 
commerce;  (3)  means  conspired  to  be  used  in  effecting  the 
object  of  the  conspiracy;  (4)  overt  act  charged;  (6)  con- 
cluding with  an  allegation  of  unlawful  intent. 

Bearing  these  general  features  of  the  indictment  in  mind, 
you  will  now  be  able  to  imderstand  the  meaning  of  the 
various  allegations  of  the  indictment,  as  I  proceed  to  refer 
to  them  somewhat  more  in  detail. 

Taking  up  the  first  coimt:  The  formation  of  the  con- 
spiracy is  alleged,  and  it  is  charged  that  John  Cassidy,  John 
Mayne,  Fred  Clarke,  and  James  Rice,  with  divers  others, 
names  unknown,  did  conspire  to  obstruct  and  retard  the 
passage  of  the  mails  of  the  United  States,  and  to  restrain 
trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states  and  with  for- 
eign nations.  (2)  The  legal  corporate  existence  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  Company,  and  its  means,  manner,  and 
method  of  carrying  the  mails  and  interstate  commerce,  are 
set  out  It  is  averred  that  the  Southern  Pacific  Company 
was  a  railroad  corporation,  duly  organized  and  existing 
imder  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Kentucky,  engaged  in  the 
business  of  a  common  carrier  of  the  mails  of  the  United 
States,  and  of  passengers,  freight,  express  matter,  and  other 
commodities,  comprising  and  constituting  trade  and  com- 
merce, within  the  meaning  of  the  act  entitled  ^^An  act  to 
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protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and 
monopolies,  approved  July  2,  1890."  The  lines  of  railroad 
over  which  it  carried  on  its  mail  and  interstate  commerce; 
the  manner  and  means  employed  and  necessary  to  its  doing 
so,  Yiz*  yards,  depots,  tracks,  trains  of  cars,  and  other  equip- 
ment suitable  for  the  transportation  of  the  United  States 
mails,  passengers,  freight,  and  express  matter,  and  other 
cc»nmodities, — ^are  also  set  out  (8)  Then  follow  the  means 
conspired  to  be  used  in  effecting  the  object  of  the  conspiracy. 
These  are,  briefly:  First  By  forcibly  taking  and  keeping 
posseesicm  and  control  of  all  yards,  depots,  tracks,  and  trains 
of  cars  upon  said  lines  of  railway,  and  by  forcibly  holding 
and  detaining  the  same.  Second.  By  causing  to  be  assem- 
bled, and  assembling  with,  large  crowds  of  persons  in  said 
depots  and  yards  of  said  Southern  Pacific  Company,  at 
various  points  and  places  upon  said  lines  of  railway,  in  said 
state  and  Northern  district  of  California,  to  wit:  1.  At  the 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco.  Q.  City  of  Sacramento. 
3.  Ci^  of  Oakland.  4.  City  of  San  Jos6.  6.  City  of  Stock- 
ton.  6.  Town  or  Eed  Bluff.  7.  Town  of  Dunsmuir,  county 
of  Siskiyou.  8.  City  of  Vallejo,  county  of  Solano.  9.  Town 
of  Lathrop,  county  of  San  Joaquin.  10.  Town  of  Palo  Alto, 
county  of  Santa  Clara.  By  gathering  in  great  numbers  in 
said  yards  and  depots,  and  other  places,  around,  in,  and  upon 
the  trains,  cars  and  engines  of  the  said  Southern  Pacific  Com- 
pany, and  upon  the  tracks  of  the  railways,  preventing  the 
movement  and  passage  of  said  engines,  cars,  and  trains. 
Third.  By  threats,  intimidation,  personal  assaults,  and  other 
force  and  violence,  to  prevent  the  engineers,  firemen,  con- 
duct- [707]  ors,  brakemen,  switchmen,  and  other  employes 
of  said  S<mthem  Pacific  Company  from  discharging  their 
duties,  and  from  moving  and  operating  said  engines,  trains, 
and  railwajrs.  Fourth.  By  forcibly  disconnecting  air  brakes 
upon  such  trains, — ^mail,  passenger,  and  freight  Fifth.  By 
potting  out  the  fires  in  the  engines  drawing  the  same.  Sixth. 
By  throwing  switches,  in  order  to  prevent  the  passage  of 
such  trains  through  depots  and  stations.  Seventh.  By  open- 
ing drawbridges  over  navigable  and  other  streams,  upcm 
whidi  drawbridges  the  tracks  of  said  railway  cars  were  situ- 
ated. Ei^th.  By  burning  and  destroying  bridges,  tresUee, 
and  culverts,  over  which  such  trains  necessarily  and  usually 
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would  pass.  Ninth.  By  loosening,  removing,  and  displacing 
the  rails  of  the  tracks  of  said  railroads.  Tenth.  By  greasing 
the  rails  of  the  said  tracks.  Eleventh.  By  stopping  trains 
upon  railway  crossings  and  upon  switches,  and  by  forcibly  re- 
fusing to  allow  such  trains  to  be  hauled  from  such  crossings 
and  switches.  Twelfth.  By  compelling  the  employ^  of  said 
railroad  company  to  leave  their  trains,  shops,  and  the  work 
of  said  company,  while  in  the  performance  of  their  duty. 
Thirteenth.  By  using  all  such  other  forcible  means  as  to 
them  should  seem  expedient  to  prevent,  for  an  indefinite 
period,  the  use  of  the  said  railways  for  the  transportation 
of  the  mails  of  the  United  States  and  interstate  commerce. 

It  will  be  well  to  observe,  at  this  point,  that  the  indictment 
does  not  charge  that  the  defendants  did,  in  fact,  use  or  put  in 
operation  the  means  herein  set  out,  in  effecting  the  object  of 
the  conspirax^;  the  charge  is  that  such  were  the  means  con- 
spired to  be  used  for  that  purpose.  Now,  when  you  come  to 
consider  the  testimony,'  you  will  probably  find  that  some  of 
it  tends  to  show  that  certain  persons  did,  in  fact,  use  such 
means  to  prevent  the  movement  of  railway  trains.  This  tes- 
timony was  admitted,  not  to  prove  that  such  acts  had  been 
conmiitted,  but  because  of  the  relevancy  of  such  testimony 
to  the  charge  in  the  indictment, — ^that  such  means  were  to  be 
used  in  effecting  the  object  of  the  conspiracy.  In  other 
words,  it  tends  to  show  that  a  conspiracy  was  formed  to  ob- 
struct and  retard  the  passage  of  the  United  States  mails, 
and  to  restrain  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states 
and  with  foreign  nations,  and  that  such  means  were  to  be 
used  to  carry  the  conspiracy  into  effect 

This  brings  us  to  a  feature  of  this  charge  of  conspiracy 
which  you  will  bear  in  mind.  It  is  not  incumbent  upon  the 
prosecution  to  prove  that  all  of  the  means  set  out  in  the  in- 
dictment were,  in  fact,  agreed  upon  to  carry  out  the  con- 
spiracy, or  that  any  of  them  were  actually  used  or  put  into 
operation.  It  will  be  sufficient  if  it  be  established  to  your 
satisfaction,  and  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  that  one  or  more 
of  the  means  described  in  the  indictment  were  to  be  used  to 
execute  that  purpose. 

After  stating  the  means  by  which  the  conspiracy  was  to  be 
effected,  the  indictment  then  sets  out  the  overt  acts;  that  is 
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to  say,  it  charges  the  doing  of  certain  acts  to  effect  the  object 
of  the  conspiracy.  They  are  as  follows :  That  on  the  6th  day 
of  July,  1894,  the  defendants,  at  Palo  Alto,  (1)  forcibly  took 
possession  and  control  of  the  yards,  depots,  buildings,  tracks, 
engines,  and  cars,  and  other  appliances  and  [708]  property, 
of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company:  1.  By  causing  to  be  as- 
sembled, and  assembling  with,  a  large  crowd  of  persons  in 
said  depots,  buildings,  and  yards  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company;  and  by  gathering  with  said  crowds  of  persons  in 
said  depots,  buildings,  and  yards,  around,  in,  and  upon  the 
aforesaid  trains,  cars,  and  engines,  and  upon  the  tracks  of 
the  railways.  2.  By  threats,  intimidations,  personal  assaults, 
or  other  acts  of  force  and  violence,  in,  upon,  and  towards  the 
engineers,  firemen,  conductors,  brakemen,  switchmen,  agents, 
and  other  employ^  of  said  company  having  charge  of  said 
depot,  buildings,  and  other  property,  etc.  It  is  further 
charged  (2)  that,  on  the  6th  day  of  July,  1894,  said  defend- 
ants, at  Palo  Alto,  forcibly  and  violently  prevented  the  move- 
ment of  all  trains  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  to,  from, 
or  through  the  town  of  Palo  Alto:  1.  By  gathering  in 
crowds,  etc.  2.  By  placing  physical  obstructions  upon  said 
track.  8.  By  displacing  the  switches.  4.  By  forcibly  and 
violently  assaulting,  threatening,  and  intimidating  said  engi- 
neers, firemen,  conductors,  brakemen,  switchmen,  agents,  and 
other  employ^,  while  engaged  as  aforesaid.  5.  By  uncoup- 
ling the  cars  of  said  trains  and  disconnecting  the  same.  6. 
By  removing  said  cars  from  said  tracks.  7.  By  withdrawing 
the  water  from  the  boilers  and  tanks  of  said  engines,  and 
putting  out  and  removing  the  fires  therein.  8.  By  displacing 
and  removing  valves,  pins,  bolts,  plates,  and  other  appliances 
and  portions  of  the  machinery  of  said  engines  and  cars,  and 
of  the  rails  of  said  railways,  thereby  loosening  said  rails.  9. 
By  other  violent,  forcible,  and  unlawful  acts  and  means  to 
the  grand  jurors  unknown.  It  is  further  charged  (3)  that 
said  defendants,  at  the  time  and  place  above  indicated,  un- 
lawfully, forcibly,  and  violently  occupied  and  held  posses- 
sion and  control  of  said  yards,  depots,  tracks,  engines,  trains 
of  cars,  and  other  appliances  and  property  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  Company,  by  the  means  aforesaid,  and  by  said  means 
excluded  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  and  its  employes 
from  the  possession,  use,  and  control  thereof,  and  by  said 
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means  preyented  the  movement  of  said  trains  from  and  in- 
cluding July  6  to  and  including  July  10, 1894. 

The  same  obserration,  which  T  have  just  made  to  you 
with  respect  to  the  establishing  of  one  or  more  of  the  means 
alleged  to  have  been  concocted  and  conspired  to  be  used,  is 
applicable  to  the  overt  acts  charged.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
a  verdict  of  guilty  that  you  should  find  that  each  and  every 
one  of  the  overt  acts  charged  have,  in  fact,  been  committed. 
If  you  are  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  one  or 
more  of  these  overt  acts  have  been  committed,  and  that  they 
were  done  in  furtherance  of  the  conspiracy  alleged  to  have 
been  entered  into  by  and  between  these  defendants,  and  to 
carry  out  or  effectuate  in  some  way  the  object  of  the  Con- 
spiracy, ttiat  is  all  that  the  law  requires.  The  indictment 
concludes  with  allegations  of  intent,  viz. :  That  the  defend- 
ants, by  the  acts  and  means  aforesaid,  knowingly  and  willfully 
obstructed  and  retarded  the  passage  of  the  mails  and  the  car- 
rier  carrying  the  same,  and  restrained  interstate  commerce 
from  the  6th  of  July  to  and  including  the  10th  day  of  July, 
1894,  at  Palo  Alto.  The  second  count,  as  stated  above,  is  con- 
fined to  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  and  commerce 
[709]  alone;  otherwise  it  is  identical  in  form  and  substances 
with  the  count  just  elaborated  upon. 

Having  directed  your  attention  to  the  different  provisions 
of  law  involved  in  tiie  charges  against  these  defendants,  and 
having  also  stated  to  you,  in  brief  terms,  the  several  allega- 
tions of  the  indictment,  you  are  now  prepared  to  consider  the 
testimony  in  the  case  in  its  proper  light,  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  defendants;  but 
in  referring  to  the  testimony  you  will  distinctly  understand 
that  you  are  the  exclusive  judges  of  the  facts,  and  that  it  is 
not  my  province  or  purpose  to  intrude  upon  your  jurisdic- 
tion in  any  particular  or  to  any  degree.  If,  in  any  of  my 
rulings  during  the  progress  of  this  trial,  I  have  appeared  to 
indicate  that  any  controverted  fact  has  been  established,  or 
if  I  now  assume  or  appear  to  consider  or  treat  any  fact  as 
proved,  unless  it  may  be  an  admitted  fact,  you  will  disregard 
such  assumption,  and  act  entirely  upon  your  own  judgment 
and  conscience  in  determining  the  facts  of  the  case. 

From  what  has  been  stated,  it  will  appear  to  you  that  you 
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are  brought  to  the  consideration  of  three  questions  which 
may  be  properly  suggested  to  you  as  a  guide  for  your  deliber- 
ation: (1)  Has  the  goTemment  proved  the  existence  of  a 
conspiracy  alleged  in  the  indictment?  (2)  If  it  did  exist, 
were  any  of  the  alleged  acts  performed  by  one  or  more  of  the 
parties  to  the  conspiracy!  (8)  If  such  a  conspiracy  existed, 
were  the  defendants  parties  to  it? 

Taking  these  questions  in  their  order,  you  will  first  con- 
sider whether  the  conspiracy  charged  in  the  indictment  has 
been  established. 

GEKSRAL  OONSFIRACT. 

This  is  the  important  question  in  this  case,  and  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  you  to  determine,  subject  to  such  rules  of  law 
as  the  court  will  give  you  to  assist  you  in  arriving  at  a  cor- 
rect conclusion.  The  evidence  on  this  point  is  largely  cir- 
cumstantial, and  involves  a  consideration  of  the  acts  of 
members  of  the  American  Railway  Union;  the  course  and 
methods  of  the  association  in  boycotting  the  Pullman  cars, 
and  subsequently  declaring  a  sbrike  against  the  Southern 
Pa<;ific  Company;  and,  generally,  the  attitude  and  conduct 
of  the  strikers  and  those  acting  with  them  during  the  time 
the  strike  was  in  operation. 

AMBRIGAN  BAILWAT  tTNIOK. 

The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  the  American  Railway 
Union  is  a  fraternal  organization,  composed  of  railroad  em- 
ploy&  below  a  certain  grade.  The  headquarters  of  the  as- 
sociation are  located  at  Chicago,  HI.  In  June  and  July  last 
Eugene  V.  Debs  was  its  president;  Geo.  W.  Howard,  vice 
president;  and  Sylvester  Keliher,  secretary.  The  union  is 
divided  up  into  local  unions.  In  the  constitution  of  the 
order,  introduced  in  evidence,  the  principles  and  purposes, 
so  far  as  they  are  pertinent  to  this  feature  of  the  case,  are 
stated  as  follows: 

"It  18  a  self-evident  truth  that  'In  union  there  Is  strength/  and, 
conversely,  without  union  weakness  prevails;  therefore  the  central 
benefit  to  be  derived  from  organization  is  strength, — ^power  to  ac- 
complish that  which  defies  indl-  [710]  vldual  effort  The  American 
Railway  Union  includes  all  railway  employ^  bom  of  white  parents. 
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organized  within  one  great  brotherhood.  There  is  one  supreme  law 
for  the  order,  one  roof  to  shelter  all,  and  all  united  when  unitj  of 
action  is  required.  The  reforms  sought  to  be  Inaugurated  and  the 
beneflts  to  be  derived  therefrom,  briefly  stated,  are  as  follows: 

"  First  The  protection  of  members  in  all  matters  relating  to  wages 
and  their  rights  as  employ^  is  the  principal  purpose  of  the  organiza- 
tion. Railway  employes  are  entitled  to  a  voice  in  fixing  wages  and  in 
determining  conditions  of  employment  Fair  wages  and  proper  treat- 
ment must  be  the  return  for  efficient  service,  faithfully  performed. 
Such  a  policy  insures  harmonious  relations  and  satisfactory  results. 
The  order,  while  pledged  to  conservative  methods,  will  protect  the 
humblest  of  its  members  in  every  right  he  can  justly  claim;  but, 
while  the  rights  of  members  will  be  sacredly  guarded,  no  intemperate 
demand  or  unreasonable  propositions  will  be  entertained.  Corpora- 
tions will  not  be  permitted  to  treat  the  organization  better  than  the 
organization  will  treat  them.  A  high  sense  of  honor  must  be  the  ani- 
mating spirit,  and  even-handed  justice  the  end  sought  to  be  attained. 
Thoroughly  organized  in  every  department,  with  a  due  regard  for  the 
right  wherever  found,  it  is  confidently  believed  that  all  differences 
may  be  satisfactorily  adjusted;  that  harmonious  relations  may  be 
established  and  maintained;  that  the  service  may  be  incalculably  im 
proved;  and  that  the  necessity  for  strike  and  lockout,  boycott  and 
black-list,  alike  disastrous  to  employer  and  employ^,  and  a  perpetual 
menace  to  the  welfare  of  the  public,  will  forever  disappear. 

"  Second.  In  every  department  of  labor,  the  question  of  economy  is 
forced  to  the  front  by  the  logic  of  necessity.  The  importance  of  or- 
ganization is  conceded,  but,  if  it  costs  more  than  a  woi^ingman 
is  able  to  pay,  the  benefits  to  accrue,  however  great,  are  barred. 
Therefore,  to  bring  the  expenses  of  the  organization  within  the  reach 
of  all  is  the  one  thing  required, — a  primary  question  which  must  be 
fsettled  before  those  who  stand  most  in  need  can  participate  in  the 
benefits  to  be  derived;  hence  to  reduce  the  cost  to  the  lowest  prac- 
tical point  is  a  demand  strictly  in  accord  with  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciples of  economy,  and  any  movement  which  makes  it  possible  for  all 
to  participate  in  the  benefit  ought  to  meet  with  popular  favor. 

"  Third.  The  organization  will  have  a  number  of  departments,  each 
of  which  will  be  designed  to  promote  the  welfare  of  the  membership 
in  a  practical  way  and  by  practical  methods.  The  best  thought  of 
workingmen  has  long  sought  to  solve  a  problem  of  making  labor  organ- 
izations protective,  not  only  against  sickness,  disability,  and  death, 
but  against  the  ills  consequent  upon  idleness  and  those  that  follow  in 
its  train.  Hence  there  will  be  established  an  employment  department 
in  which  It  is  proposed  to  register  the  name  of  every  member  out  of 
employment  The  department  will  also  be  fully  informed  where  work 
may  be  obtained.  It  is  doubtful  if  a  more  important  feature  could 
be  suggested.  It  evidences  fraternal  regard  without  a  fee,  benevo- 
lence without  alloy." 

Section  54  of  the  constitution  of  the  American  Railway 
Union  (entitled  " Laws  of  Protection")  provides  for  what 
is  called  a  "  board  of  mediation,"  and  defines  its  powers.  It 
is  as  follows: 

"  The  board  of  mediation  of  each  local  union  shall  elect  a  chainnan. 
The  chairman  of  the  local  board  of  mediation  shall  be  a  member  of 
the  general  board  of  mediation  of  the  system  or  line  on  which  they 
are  employed.  The  general  board  of  mediation  shall  elect  a  chair- 
man and  secretary.    The  general  board  of  mediation  shall  meet  on 
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the  seccmd  Tuesday  of  September  of  each  year  at  the  headquarters 
of  the  road  on  which  they  are  employed,  for  the  transaction  of  such 
business  that  may  emanate  from  the  local  board  of  mediation.  AH 
complaints  and  adjustments  of  a  general  character  shall  be  handled 
by  the  general  board  of  mediation.  All  complaints  and  adjustments 
must  be  taken  up  first  by  the  local  union ;  If  accepted  by  a  majority 
vote,  it  shall  be  referred  to  the  local  board  of  mediation  for  adjust- 
ment ;  and,  if  failing,  the  case  shall  be  submitted  to  the  chairman  of 
the  general  board  of  mediation;  falling  in  which,  they  shall  notify 
.the  president  of  the  general  union,  who  shall  authorize  the  most  avail- 
able member  of  the  board  [711]  of  directors  to  visit  and  meet  with 
tbe  general  chairman  of  the  board  of  mediation,  and  issue  such  in- 
structions as  will  be  promulgated  by  the  directors." 

The  right  of  employ^  of  railway  companies  to  organize  in 
this  way  for  their  own  benefit  and  protection  is  not  ques- 
tioned. They  are  entitled  to  the  highest  wages  and  the  best 
conditions  they  can  command,  and  they  may  organize  an 
association  or  imion  for  that  purpose.  There  is  no  contro- 
versy on  this  point.  It  is  a  benefit  to  them,  and  it  is  not 
prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the  public,  that  they  should 
unite  in  their  common  interests  and  combine  for  sudi  lawful 
purposes.  In  Thomas  v.  Railway  Co.y  62  Fed.  817,  Judge 
Taft,  in  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  South- 
em  district  of  Ohio,  speaking  of  the  relation  of  railway  em-r 
ployfe  to  the  American  Railway  Union,  says: 

"If  they  (the  employ^)  stand  together,  they  are  often  able,  all 
of  them,  to  command  better  prices  for  their  labor  than  when  dealing 
singly  with  rich  employers,  because  the  necessities  of  the  single  em- 
ploy6  may  compel  him  to  accept  any  terms  offered  him.  The  accumu- 
lation of  a  fund  for  the  support  of  those  who  feel  that  the  wages  . 
offered  are  below  market  prices  is  one  of  the  legitimate  objects  of 
such  an  organization.  They  have  the  right  to  appoint  ofl9cers  who 
shall  advise  them  as  to  the  course  to  be  taken  by  them  in  their  rela- 
tions with  their  employer.  They  may  unite  with  other  unions.  The 
officers  they  appoint  or  any  other  person  to  whom  they  choose  to 
listen,  may  advise  them  as  to  the  proper  course  to  be  taken  by  them 
in  regard  to  their  employment,  or,  If  they  choose  to  repose  such  au- 
thority in  any  one,  they  may  order  them,  upon  pain  of  expulsion  from 
their  union,  peaceably  to  leave  the  employ  of  their  employer,  because 
any  of  the  terms  of  their  employment  are  unsatisfactory." 

This  is  clearly  the  law ;  but  there  is  a  just  and  reasonable 
limitation  to  the  power  and  privilege  of  railway  employ^, 
even  under  the  protection  of  such  an  organization.  They 
are  not  entitled  to  interfere  with  the  rights  and  property  of 
others,  and  by  force  and  intimidation  compel  a  carrier  of 
United  States  mails  or  of  interstate  commerce  to  suspend  the 
operations  of  such  necessary  and  lawful  business;  or,  to 
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state  the  proposition  a  little  more  exactly,  they  have  no  privi- 
lege or  right  to  violate  a  law  of  the  United  States. 

Now,  with  respect  to  the  general  charge  of  conspiracy 
contained  in  this  indictment,  I  will  direct  your  attention 
to  some  of  the  testimony  which  the  government  claims  tends 
to  establish  that  element  of  the  case. 

TIMB  WHEN  THS  BOTCOrrT  TOOK  BFFBCT. 

It  is  admitted  that  in  the  latter  part  of  June,  1894,  a  con- 
vention of  the  American  Railway  Union,  assembled  at  Chi- 
cago, resolved  to  boycott  the  Pullman  Company;  this  boycott 
to  take  effect  in  five  days,  should  the  difficulties  existing 
between  that  company  and  its  employ^  not  be  settled  at  the 
expiration  of  that  period.  On  June  26,  1894,  the  president 
of  the  general  union  sent  the  following  telegram,  which  was 
received  by  the  American  Union  Lodge,  known  as  ^^  Local 
Union  No.  810,"  having  its  headquarters  in  Oakland :  "  Pull- 
man boycott  in  effect  to-day  noon,  by  order  of  convention." 
The  telegram  was  signed  by  E.  V.  Debs,  the  president  of  the 
union.  6.  D.  Bishop,  secretary  of  local  union  No.  810,  at 
Oakland,  identifies  [712]  this  telegram.  The  boycott  was 
therefore  declared  at  noon  of  June  26,  1894,  which  fell  on  a 
Tuesday. 

Mr.  Knox,  who  was  an  employfi  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
.  Company  at  Sacramento,  and  a  member  of  the  American 
Railway  Union  at  that  place,  being  called  as  a  witness  for  the 
defense,  testified  that  he  was  chairman  of  the  mediation  com- 
mittee; that  the  duties  of  the  committee  were  to  settle  the 
differences  between  the  employes  and  the  corporation.  He 
relates  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  commencement 
of  the  boycott,  as  follows : 

••  On  the  26th  of  June  we  were  asked  to  boycott  the  PnUman  cars, 
and  the  union  took  action  on  it,  and  the  mediation  committee  were 
ordered  to  call  at  Mr.  Wright's  office, — ^thls  was  about  11 :20  at  night, — 
and  notify  him  of  the  action  of  the  union.  Mr.  Knox,  Mr.  Ck>mpton, 
and  Mr.  Mullen  composed  the  mediation  committee.  We  went  down, 
und  saw  Mr.  Wright,  and  told  him  what  action  the  union  had  taken, 
and  went  back  and  reported  again  to  the  union.  We  were  author- 
ized then  to  lay  off  from  our  work,  and  to  attend  to  this  boycott;  to 
notify  the  members,  and  the  like.  I  went  down  and  asked  Mr.  Hallo- 
ran  for  leave  of  absence  until  the  trouble  was  over  with,  and  It  was 
granted  me.  I  was  laying  off  at  the  time  of  the  Btrik&  Obtained 
leave  of  absence  about  two  o'clo<^  or  2 :30  in  the  morning  of  the  27th 
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of  Jane.  The  object  of  the  boycott  was  this :  That  the  American  Rail- 
way Union  had  a  big  lodge  at  Pullman*  Ulinois.  The  Pullman  Com- 
pany had  reduced  the  wages  of  their  employ^  to  that  they  could 
hardly  live.  *  •  •  Received  a  message  from  PrasldeBt  Debs,  ask- 
ing us  to  boycott  the  Pullman  cars,  and  the  mediation  committee  went 
down  to  the  depot  after  the  meeting.  We  ordered  the  boycott  We 
decided  to  boycott  Pullman  cars.  We  were  notified  to  go  down  and  tell 
Mr.  Wright  of  the  action  of  the  union,  which  we  did.  Then  we 
r^)orted  back  to  the  union  again,  and  told  them  what  Mr.  Wright  said, 
and,  after  that,  the  meeting  was  adjourned,  and  we  wisit  from  there 
to  the  depot  to  carry  out  our  instructiona  We  were  given  full  power 
to  act  in  the  matter.  When  we  got  to  the  d^ot,  or  shortly  after  we 
arrived  there,  Mr.  Halloran,  the  yardmaster,  and  Mr.  Smalls  and  sev- 
eral of  the  officials,  showed  up  around  there,  and  wanted  to  know  what 
the  trouble  was.  Mr.  Halloran  called  me  off  to  one  side,  and  asked 
me,  as  a  favor,  not  to  ask  the  men  to  boycott  the  Pullmans  on  2,  4,  and 
la  He  said  that  if  we  did  not  wish  to  handle  the  Pullman  cars,  if  we 
would  agree  not  to  call  him  a  scab,  he  would  switch  tiM  cars.  After 
consulting  with  the  balance  of  the  mediation  committee,  it  was  decided 
to  let  the  Pullman  cars  on  2,  4,  and  16  go  through  to  their  deetlnatloiiB 
without  boycotting  them.  We  told  him  we  would  switch  the  cars  in- 
stead of  him.  We  did  not  ask  him  to  do  any  work.  On  the  morning 
of  the  27th,  about  8 :30, 1  went  through  the  shops, — ^there  were  a  great 
many  shopmen  belonging  to  our  union, — ^to  see  what  action  they  had 
taken  in  reference  to  working  on  Pullman  cars.  I  found  a  great  many 
of  the  men  Idle.  They  were  not  working  on  the  Pullman  cars.  We 
told  them  to  go  and  complete  their  work;  to  never  mind  boycotting 
the  work ;  to  keep  on  with  it  ♦  •  •  After  going  through  the  shops, 
and  noticing  the  men  to  keep  oa  with  their  Pullman  work,  we  then 
went  back  to  the  depot  There  was  a  train  due  to  leave  there  at  10 :26 
in  the  morning,  known  as  '  No.  84.'  She  has  a  Pullman  car  off  of  No. 
2,  that  comes  from  Chicago,  and  another  one  to  put  on  there  at  Sacra- 
mento. There  is  a  first-class  car  put  on  at  Sacramento.  The  other  Is 
a  tourist  car.  The  one  that  came  through  from  Sacramoito  was 
loaded  and  the  other  one  was  empty.  We  asked  the  switchmoi  not  to 
handle  the  Pullman  car,  because  it  was  empty,  and  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  it  to  go.  We  thought  it  was  proper  to  boycott  the  empty 
PuUnaans.  They  refused  to  put  Pullman  cars  on.  Mr.  Halloran  then 
came  to  us,  and  said  he  would  take  the  engine  and  go  to  coui^e  on,  and 
we  should  come  up  and  ask  him  not  to  couple  on,  and  tell  him  we  did 
not  want  him  to  scab  on  us,  and  he  would  not  co«^>le  on.  With  that 
understanding  he  took  the  engine^  and  went  around  on  the  trads  where 
the  Pullman  car  was,  and  started  to  couple  on.  We  went  over,  and 
told  him  we  did  not  like  to  have  the  yardmaster  [718]  scabbing  on  us; 
It  did  not  look  well.  He  said,  '  Of  course,  I  will  have  to  yield ; '  and 
he  went  up  to  the  office,  and  asked  us  if  we  would  go  with  him.  We 
went  with  hiuL  Mr.  Jones  asked  him  If  he  could  not  get  some  one 
else  to  put  on  the  Pullman  cars.  He  said,  '  No ;  they  are  all  A.  R.  U. 
men.'  Mr.  Jcmes  said,  *  Cannot  you  hire  some  one  else?'  He  said, 
*  No;  they  are  all  A.  R.  U.  men.'  That  train  stood  there  until  Jeaving 
time.  Then  it  started  to  pull  out,  and  perhaps  pulled  four  or  five  car 
lengths  out  and  some  one  ran  down  out  of  the  office,  and  turned  the 
plug  on  the  hind  end  of  the  air  hose,  and  stopped  the  train.  She  was 
backed  up  to  the  depot  and  stood  there  for  a  couple  of  weeks.  They 
refused  to  allow  the  engine  to  go  without  the  Pullman  car  on.  We 
tried  to  induce  Mr.  Wright  to  let  her  go,  because  it  was  a  mail  train, 
and  we  did  not  want  to  be  no  parties  to  holding  the  mail.  He  refused. 
We  went  to  him,  and  asked  him  if  he  would  not  let  this  other  Pullomn 
car  go  on  104,  because  the  passengers  were  very  anxious  to  get  through. 
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He  said  they  would,  and  they  switched  the  loaded  tourist  car  off  of 
84,  and  put  It  on  104.  That  is  about  all  that  happened  on  the  27th. 
•  •  •  That  train  was  made  up  at  Sacramento.  It  runs  between 
Sacramento  and  Oakland,  by  Tracy,  and  around  that  way.  The  Pull- 
man cars  go  to  Los  Angeles.  They  carry  the  Pullmans  down  to 
Lathrop,  and  then  they  go  to  Loe  Angeles.  The  balance  of  the  train 
comes  into  Oakland.  It  starts  from  Sacramento.  The  Pullman  car, 
though,  that  goes  through,  that  comes  from  Chicago^ — ^that  loaded 
one, — the  tourist  car.  They  sent  it  out  on  another  train  at  night, 
6:80.  *104'  it  Is  called.  Sent  it  out  in  the  evening,— -on  the  same 
day.  There  was  nothing  left  of  that  train,  then,  except  the  mail,  bag- 
gage, express,  and  passenger  cars.  There  was  no  one  in  the  pass^iger 
cars.  They  went  off  on  the  next  train, — ^the  passengers ;  the  through 
passengers  from  Chicago  that  went  on  the  next  train.  There  were  a 
good  many  of  the  local  that  went  on  the  next  train,  too.  That  only 
runs  to  Tracy.  It  does  not  come  clear  around  to  San  Francisco,  but 
stops  there.  Know  C  A.  Newton.  I  had  a  conversation  with  him  on 
the  night  of  the  26th,  and  I  might  have  had  on  the  28th.  I  would  not 
say  for  certain.  Had  a  conversation  with  him  on  the  night  of  the 
26th,  at  which  I  showed  him  a  telegram.  The  telegram  read:  'Boy- 
cott declared  on  Pullman  cars.    B.  V.  Debs.' " 

C.  A.  Newton,  called  for  the  United  States,  night  yard- 
master  at  Sacramento,  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Company, 
contradicts  Mr.  Knox  on  this  point,  and  says  that  Mr.  Knox 
handed  him  a  telegram,  which  he  read.  That  the  telegram 
read :  '^  H.  A.  Knox,  Sacramento.  Boycott  declared  against 
Pullman.  Hold  all  PuUmans,  E.  V.  Debs."  That  he 
handed  the  telegram  back  to  Knox,  who  left  the  room  where 
they  had  met,  with  the  exclamation,  "That  is  hell."  The 
witness  Knox  further  states : 

"  About  12 :30, 1  think  it  was,  on  the  morning  of  the  28th,  I  received 
a  message  from  Los  Angeles,  saving  that  some  men  were  discharged 
for  refusing  to  handle  Pullman  cars,  and  saying  that  the  Los  Angeles 
Union  had  decided  to  strike  for  the  reinstatement  of  those  men,  and 
asked  us  to  participate  in  the  strike.  The  committee  having  full 
power  to  act,  we  considered  the  matter,  and  came  to  the  conclusion  it 
was  a  Just  fight,  and  we  would  take  It  up  and  help  them  out  In  that 
message  from  Los  Angeles  they  asked  us  if  we  would  notify  all  con- 
cerned, which  we  did.  I  went  down  to  the  depot,  and  that  i^)ecial 
that  Mr.  Newton  was  testifying  about— the  oflJcers*  special— was  Just 
pulling  out  of  the  depot  I  had  had  a  conversation  with  the  engineer 
and  the  fireman  before  that,  and  they  told  me  if  there  was  any  strike 
they  wanted  a  finger  in  the  pie,  so  I  ran  up  and  got  on  the  engine,  and 
told  the  engineer  and  fireman  about  what  had  occurred.  They  said, 
•Well.'  Some  one  stopped  them;  I  don't  know  who.  They  were 
stopped  from  the  hind  end  of  the  train,  and  they  said,  'Cut  us  off, 
and  we  will  go  to  the  house,'  so  somebody  cut  the  engine  off.  I  don't 
know  who  it  was.  No  one  was  with  me  on  the  cab  of  the  engine,— only 
the  engineer  and  fireman.  Did  not  offer  any  threats  or  intimidation 
or  violence.  •  •  •  The  [714]  engine  was  cut  off,  and  the  engineer 
was  taking  it  around  to  the  roundhouse.  I  was  in  the  depot  by  that 
time.  Mr.  Wright  wanted  to  know  what  was  the  matter  with  the 
special.    I  told  him,  as  near  as  I  could  find  out,  the  engineer  was 
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going  to  strike  with  us.  He  had  Mr.  Newton  stop  him  there  in  front 
of  the  depot,  and  he  had  a  conyersation  with  the  engineer,  and  they 
finally  agreed  to  go  on  with  the  special,  and  asked  us  if  we  wonld 
couple  on.  We  told  him,  *Yes;  if  they  wanted  to  go.'  I  told  Mr. 
Wright  I  thought  it  was  foolish  for  them  to  go.  They  would  go  just 
as  far  as  Rocklin,  and  that  was  no  place  to  stay.  There  were  no  ac- 
commodations there  at  alL  He  said,  *  For  God's  sake,  let  them  go  out 
of  Sacramento,  if  they  don't  get  oyer  the  American  river  bridge.'  I 
thought  to  accommodate  him.  We  would  not  ask  the  conductor  and 
brakeman  to  boycott  the  officers'  special.  We  would  let  them  go  as  far 
as  Rocklin.  I  knew  they  would  not  get  any  further  than  that,  be- 
cause the  men  had  already  quit  up  there.  I  got  on  the  engine,  and  rode 
up  through  Sixth  street  yard  with  them,  to  see  that  the  switches  were 
all  set,  and  everything  ready  to  go.  I  rode  with  the  engineer  on  tlie  en- 
gine. After  I  got  back  from  Sixth  street  the  committee  then  went  up 
to  the  Western  Union  &  Postal  Telegraph  Company,  and  we  sent  a 
good  many  dispatches  notifying  them  that  we  had  strudc." 

(Theee  telegrams  will  appear  further  on.) 

Newton  testified  as  follows  with  relation  to  the  special 
car, — or  officers'  special,  as  it  was  called, — and  with  reference 
to  the  statements  made  by  Elnox  at  the  time: 

''I  know  Mr.  Knox  personally.  He  used  to  work  for  me.  Mr. 
Mullen,  I  knew  him  personally,  too.  Mr.  Gompton  I  did  not  know 
until  after  the  strike.    I  saw  Mr.  Knox  about  the  26th  of  June. 

•  •  •  The  first  train  that  came  into  the  yard  after  that  con- 
versation I  had  with  Mr.  Knox  (referring  to  above)  was  a  special 
that  came  from  Oakland.  It  got  in  about  12:25  on  the  morning  of 
the  29th.  It  was  a  iq)ecial  passenger  train,  that  ran  out  of  its  ordi- 
naiy  time.    It  was  composed  of  two  officers'  cars  and  the  engine. 

*  *  *  Saw  Mr.  Knox  on  the  arrival  of  the  officers'  train,  a  little 
while  after  it  got  in,  when  it  got  ready  to  leave.  Knox  came  run- 
ning through  the  depot  and  hollered  out :  '  Stop  that  train !  Stop 
that  train !  Not  a  son  of  a  bitch  of  a  wheel  will  turn  on  the  flysteuL' 
This  was  on  the  morning  of  the  29th,  about  12 :25." 

This,  it  will  be  observed,  flatly  contradicts  Knox  as  to  what 
occurred  at  that  time. 

The  witness  Newton  testifies  further  as  to  Knox's  attitude^ 
as  follows: 

"Did  not  have  any  direct  conversation  with  Knox.  Wh^i  No.  S 
came  in,  going  east,  there  was  quite  a  number  of  shopmen  around 
there,  standing  in  groups,  I  guess  to  the  extent  of  forty  or  fifty. 
They  came  in  charge  of  United  States  Marshal  Long.  This  was 
along  in  the  morning,  about  daylight,  probably  four  o'clock,  on  the 
29th.  That  was  a  mail  train, — the  regular  Eastern  overland, — the 
Atlantic  express;  the  'fast  mail,'  they  call  it  After  No.  3  pulled 
out,  the  groups  got  moving  towards  the  depot, — after  she  pulled  out, — 
and  some  one  in  the  groups  made  the  remark  to  Mr.  Knox  why  he 
did  not  hold  the  train, — what  he  let  her  go  out  for.  He  said  he 
did  not  have  force  enough  to  hold  her,  but  when  seven  o'clock  came 
he  would  call  out  the  shop  men,  and  he  would  have  f6rce  Plough  to 
hold  anything  that  came  along." 
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Knox  testifies  that: 

**  The  strike  was  formally  declared  about  12 :30  or  1  o'clock  on  the 
morning  of  the  29th  of  June  by  the  Los  Angeles  Union.  In  Sa<»ra- 
inento  it  was  left  in  the  bands  of  the  committee.  The  committee  had 
full  power  to  act  The  committee  decided  to  strike  to  have  those 
men  in  Los  Angeles  reinstated.  As  soon  as  they  got  the  message 
tbey  consulted  probably  for  25  or  30  minutes,  and  went  on  and  did 
as  requested  by  the  message,  to  notify  all  those  concerned.  That 
was  about  12 :80  or  1  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  June  29th.  Had  not 
at  that  time  received  any  notification  from  Oakland.  Did  not  act 
[715]  on  anything  but  the  notification  from  Los  Angeles.  The  mem- 
bers that  were  out  on  the  road, — ^we  notified  all  the  unions  along, 
Truckee,  and  Rocklin,  and  Dunsmuir,  and  all  over  the  system, — ^we 
notified  them  that  we  had  struck;  that  we  bad  ordered  a  general 
strike  in  Sacramento,  and  those  in  Sacramento — ^the  shop  men — were 
all  notified  the  next  morning  after  they  went  to  work,  perhaps  8 
o'clock  or  8 :30." 

The  attitude  of  the  mediation  committee,  as  representa- 
tives of  the  American  Railway  Union,  is  stated  by  Knox  as 
follows: 

**Mr.  Baldwin  and  Mr.  Knight  wanted  to  know  our  position  that 
we  had  taken  in  the  matter,  and  between  us  we  explained  it  as  thor- 
oughly as  possible  to  them,  and  told  them  that,  in  the  first  place^  we 
had  boycotted  the  Pullman  cars  on  legal  advice;  and,  if  I  am  not 
mistaken,  I  told  them  who  our  advice  was  from, — ^Mr.  Ingersoll ;  and 
Mr.  Knight  said  that  a  Pullman  car,  as  long  as  It  was  attached  to  a 
mail  car  regularly  made  up,  was  part  of  a  mall  car.  Of  course  we  had 
an  opinion  from  a  very  eminent  lawyer  and  attorney,  and  we  thought 
he  knew  as  much  about  it  as  Mr.  Knight  did.  Consequently  we  told 
him  we  would  not  handle  any  trains  with  Pullman  cars  attached  dur- 
ing the  boycott,  and,  now  that  the  strike  had  been  ordered,  we  woold 
not  handle  any  trains  at  all,  except  mail  trains,  until  those  men  that 
had  been  discharged  had  been  reinstated.  That  was  about  the  gist 
of  our  conversation  all  the  way  through.  It  was  r^eated  several 
times.'' 

Again  he  says: 

"I  told  Mr.  Baldwin  our  men  would  not  work  on  Pullman  cars. 
That  is  all  I  told  him.  •  •  •  We  were  doing  nothing  with  refer- 
ence to  preventing  the  movement  of  trains ;  only  quit  work,  that  is  all. 
•  •  •  We  were  trying  to  Induce  the  men  that  showed  up  to  strike 
with  us.  That  was  the  understanding  between  Mr.  Wright  and  my- 
self. *  *  *  I  told  Mr.  Baldwin  that  our  men  would  not  work  on 
Pullman  cars.  Did  not  make  the  statement  that  we  would  not  allow 
Pullman  cars  to  mova" 

As  to  the  power  possessed  by  the  mediation  committee^ 
Knox  says: 

'*  The  committee  had  full  power  to  act  The  union  had  given  them 
full  power  to  act" 

On  cross-examination  Knox  testifies  as  follows: 

**  We  discriminated  between  Pullmans  that  were  full  of  paaaengen 
and  Pullmans  that  were  empty,  on  the  27th  and  28th  of  June.    After 
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the  strike  was  ordered,  we  did  not  All  Pallmans  were  treated  alike, 
and  everything  else,  except  mall.  It  grew  from  the  Pullman  cars  to 
every  other  form  of  cars  except  the  mall  cars.  After  thoee  men  were 
discharged  It  did ;  did  not  matter  what  the  destination  of  the  cars  was. 
We  thought  that  we  could  control  the  A.  R.  U.  organization,  and  we  did. 
Anything  that  we  knew  anything  about  we  controlled  their  action, 
through  the  strike.  Anything  that  was  done  by  any  of  the  officers  of 
the  A.  R.  U.  organization  during  the  strike  was  done  with  the  full  con- 
sent, and  was  under  the  policy  of  our  organization,  as  far  as  Sacra- 
mento was  concerned.  We  were  given  full  power  to  act  That  power 
has  never  been  taken  away  from  us  yet  Had  control  on  the  dd  of 
July,  but  do  not  know  whether  there  was  an  A.  R.  U.  man  who  moved 
the  Pullman  cars  on  that  day  or  not  Gould  not  swear  to  it  I  do 
not  think  there  were  very  many  of  them. 

It  appears  that  on  July  5tii,  and  during  the  strike,  Knox, 
Compton,  and  Mullen,  of  the  mediation  committee,  appeared 
before  the  Citizens'  Protective  Association  of  Sacramento, 
and  made  a  statement  concerning  the  attitude  of  the  Ameri- 
can Railway  Union.  Cornelius  C.  Howell,  who  was  pres- 
ent at  the  meeting,  testifies  as  follows : 

*•  Was  in  Sacramento  the  latter  part  of  June  and  the  early  part  of 
July  last  I  was  employed  by  the  Industrial  Improvement  &  Manu- 
facturers' As-  [716]  sociation  of  Sacramento.  I  was  looking  up  man- 
ufacturers' industries  to  locate  at  Sacramento  for  that  company  or  as- 
sociation. Became  a  member  of  the  Citizens'  Protective  Association, 
I  believe  on  the  3d  of  July.  That  association  formed  for  to  get  to- 
gether and  see  if  they  could  not  do  something  to  open  up  the  commerce 
connected  with  the  dty,  and  such  other  business  as  might  be  neces- 
sary, owing  to  the  condition  that  things  were  in  at  that  time  from  the 
cause  of  the  strike  that  had  been  ordered  on  the  29th  of  June,  or  the 
strike  that  occurred  on  the  29th  of  June.  I  was  secretary  of  the  or- 
ganization from  the  day  that  we  organized,  up  until,  I  think,  the  15th 
or  20th  of  July;  somewhere  along  there.  Performed  the  duties  of 
secretary  at  meetings.  Recollect  a  meeting  held  on  or  about  the  5th 
day  of  July  last  It  was  called  by  the  association  to  see  if  they  could 
not  do  something  in  order  to  open  up  the  commerce.  Members  of 
the  mediation  committee  of  the  A.  R.  U.  were  present  at  that  meeting. 
They  were  Mr.  Knox,  Mr.  Compton,  and  Mr.  Mullen.  After  discussing 
the  ways  and  means  to  adjust  matters,  it  was  decided  that  it  would 
be  better  to  bring  these  people  before  the  association,  this  mediation 
committee,  and  find  out  the  condition  of  affairs, — what  the  causes  were 
of  all  the  trouble, — and  see  if  we  could  not  do  something  to  adjust 
matters ;  and  in  that  connection  it  was  agreed  that  we  would  admit 
them,  and  see  what  they  had  to  say ;  they  having,  I  believe,  made  a 
proposition  to  some  member  of  the  association  that  they  would  like 
to  come  before  the  association,  as  the  mediation  committee  of  the 
American  Railway  Union.  They  came  before  the  meeting  and  made 
a  statement  Parts  of  their  statement  were  reduced  to  writing.  This 
is  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  meeting  of  the  Citizens'  Protective  Asso- 
ciation held  on  the  5th  of  July.  Not  the  entire  statements,  but  I  took 
down  part  of  what  they  said,  and  then  we  dictated  it  out,  and  took  the 
minutes  to  Mr.  Knox  in  his  room.  Mr.  Compton  was  present  when  I 
went  there  with  the  minutes.  I  asked  him  to  read  them  over,  and 
■ee  if  they  were  correct ;  that  I  did  not  wish  to  have  them  quoted  as 
saying  something  before  the  association  that  they  did  not  say,  and. 
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befbre  they  would  become  a  part  of  the  record,  I  wanted  them  to  see  if 
they  were  right  I  read  the  minutes  to  them.  Tlieee  two  were  pres- 
ent at  the  time  They  looked  tliem  all  over;  and  wherever  they 
wanted  any  changes  made  I  run  the  pencil  through  them,  as  it  appears 
here,  and  when  they  got  tlirough— they  looked  it  all  over  and  read 
it — I  wrote  this  certificate  attached,  and  Mr.  Knox  signed  it,  and  Mr. 
Oompton  signed  it,  in  my  presence, — both  of  them  In  my  presence.  I 
left  the  paper  with  them  so  that  they  might  show  it  to  Mr.  Mullen, 
another  member  of  the  committee.  He  returned,  as  I  understand, 
after  I  left,  signed  the  paper,  and  they  sent  it  down  to  my  office.  We 
had  offices  in  the  same  building.  The  interlineations  or  erasures  were 
made  just  before  that  was  signed,  while  Mr.  Compton  and  Mr.  Knox 
were  standing  at  my  side.  I  think  they  were  made — ^in  fact,  I  know — 
at  the  request  of  Mr.  Knox.    He  did  the  talking." 

This  document  reads  as  follows: 

**  Saobamxnto,  July  7ih,  189i, 
"When  the  committee  returned  and  had  introduced  the  mediation 
conunittee  from  the  A.  R.  U.  to  the  chairman,  Mr.  Katzenstein,  he  in 
turn  introduced  Mr.  Knox,  Mr.  Mullen,  and  Mr.  Compton  to  the  asso- 
ciation, and  invited  Mr.  Knox  to  address  the  association,  which  he 
had  come  to  meet  Mr.  Knox,  among  other  things,  after  tlianking  the 
association  for  allowing  him  to  be  beard,  stated  among  the  grievances 
that  the  original  cause  for  this  strike  was  on  behalf  of  the  wage- 
earners  at  Pullman,  Illinois.  Mr.  Geo.  Pullman  had  been  grinding 
down  his  men  with  such  small  wages  that  it  was  impossible  for  them 
to  get  along.  Mr.  Knox  went  into  detail  as  to  treatment  of  the  em- 
ployes received  at  the  hands  of  the  Pullman  Car  Co.,  at  Pullman,  in. 
That  through  the  president  of  the  A.  R.  U.  order  he  had  declared  a 
boycott  against  the  Pullman  cars,  and  to  effectually  accomplish  the 
object  he  had  ordered  the  strike,  and  it  had  now  resolved  Itself  to 
this:  That  the  A.  R.  U.  order,  which  he  represented,  demanded  that 
Pullman  restore  his  men  in  Chicago  to  their  old  places,  with  the  same 
scale  of  wages  paid  to  them  in  1893 ;  or  that  the  S.  P.  R.  R,  Co.  pur- 
chase the  one-quarter  ownership  of  the  Pullman  Co.,  paint  out  the  Pull- 
man name  from  the  cars,  and  restore  all  the  men  on  the  railroad  and  in 
all  shops  to  their  old  position  and  wages.  Senator  Cox  inquired  of  Mr. 
[717]  Knox  if  he  did  not  think  this  conmiittee  of  citizens  could  be 
interested  to  an  extent  that  something  might  be  done  to  adjust  matters 
between  tliem  and  the  railroad.  Mr.  Knox  sai4  it  had  gone  so  far 
that  nothing  could  be  done  until  the  whole  question  was  settled,  and 
that  he  had  given  bis  ultimatum.  Mr.  McClatchy  asked  Mr.  Knox 
wliat  condition  affairs  were  in  at  this  time  or  what  the  situation 
was.  Mr.  Knox  then  stated  that  he  would  allow  the  mail  and  ex- 
press to  be  moved,  but  that  no  passenger  cars  or  freight  cars  of  any 
kind  or  description  would  he  consent  to  have  moved  until  such  time 
as  the  demand  he  made  had  been  complied  with.  Mr.  Mullen  add, 
in  part  after  Mr.  Knox  had  taken  his  seat  that  this  was  a  flglit 
between  capital  and  labor,  and  that  from  the  chief  Justice  of  the 
United  States  down  through  all  the  branches— Judicial  and  legisla- 
tive departments — of  the  government  they  were  corrupt  and  that 
labor  could  not  get  its  Just  dues,  and  that  his  association  had  taken 
this  way  of  forcing  Justice  to  assist  their  fellow  men  In  obtaining 
for  honest  labor  a  proper  compensation.  Mr.  Cox  then  asked  what  he 
could  suggest  To  this  Mr.  Knox  replied  that  they  might  intercede 
with  the  government  and  see  if  they  could  not  move  the  mails  and 
express  to  accommodate  the  business  of  the  country.  He  said  that" 
that  would  help  us  out  *  We  are  in  this  fight  to  win,  but  we  are 
as  anxious  to  have  it  settled  as  you  are,  and  we  want  t»  go  to  work. 
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Imt  will  not  until  this  question  is  settled  as  I  have  outlined.  There 
is  a  revolution  going  on  In  this  country.  To-day  it  is  a  principle 
that  we  are  contending  for.  Should  we  give  up,  they  would  make  us 
crawl  on  our  hellles  after  them.'  Mr.  Gompton  stated,  among  other 
things,  that  the  A.  R.  U.  organization  would  not  resort  to  any  des- 
perate means,  so  long  as  the  Railroad  Go.  would  deal  with  them 
without  using  armed  force.  That  their  organization  was  composed 
of  law-abiding  citizens,  and  would  not  commit  any  overt  acts.  At 
this  point  Mr.  Ray  tried  to  have  his  resolution  read,  but  was  de- 
clared out  of  order,  and  the  resolution  remained  on  the  table.  Several 
attempts  were  made  by  others,  but  without  effect;  whereupon  Mr. 
Avery  moved  that  a  vote  of  thanlcs  be  tendered  this  committee  for 
having  made  this  association  of  business  men  so  frank  and  fair  a 
statement  in  relation  to  their  position  with  the  railroad  company  and 
this  general  boycott  The  motion  being  seconded,  it  was  unani- 
mously carried,  after  which  the  committee  retired. 

*'  We  have  read  the  foregoing  statement  of  the  records  kept  by  Mr. 
Howell  of  our  statements,  and  certify  to  their  correctness. 

••Committee:  H.  A.  Knox,  Chairman, 

"Thos.  Gomfton. 

"  Jas.  Mullen." 

Mr.  Knox  was  asked  if  he  signed  the  statement  produced 
by  Howell.  He  said  he  did;  that  there  were  some  altera- 
tions, but  they  were  not  material 

G)ntinuing,  Howell  further  stated : 

••Saw  Knox  after  the  7th.  I  had  no  conversation  with  him,  al- 
though I  saw  him  a  number  of  times,  after  the  time  I  went  to  his 
room  and  he  signed  that  paper,  until  the  9th  of  July.  I  saw  him  then 
before  the  executive  committee  of  the  Citizens'  Protective  Association, 
at  the  Orangevale  office  In  Sacramento.  George  B.  Katzenstein,  Mr. 
Van  Vorhees,  Gen.  Llewellen  Tozier,  Mr.  Frank  Miller,  Mr.  J.  V. 
McGlatchy,  of  the  Sacramento  Bee,  and  I  am  not  sure  but  I  think 
Senator  Gox  was  present  at  that  meeting.  The  executive  conunlttee 
was  composed  of  nine  members,  but  they  were  not  always  there.  Mr. 
Knox  was  there.  I  was  there.  I  think  Mr.  James  Mott  was  there. 
He  is  the  manager  of  the  Grodcer  Company  up  there.  During  the 
time  of  this  strike  we  were  in  the  habit  of  meeting  every  day,  some- 
times twice  a  day,  and  we  had  received  information  from  some  source 
that  the  government  was  going  to  take  charge  of  affairs,  and  we  had 
beard  a  good  many  rumors.  We  sent  for  Knox.  We  brought  him 
th^e  to  see  what  position  he  was  going  to  take  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  troops  were  to  be  expected  there.  This  was  the  9th  of  July. 
These  gentlemen  met  Mr.  Knox  in  the  capacity  of  the  executive  board 
of  the  Citizens'  Protective  Association.  Mr.  Katzenstein,  the  chair- 
man of  the  executive  committee,  asked  Mr.  Knox  some  questions  in 
relation  to  the  position  that  his  [718]  association  expected  to  take  or 
that  he  expected  to  take  after  the  troops  got  there.  My  recolle<£on 
is  that  Mr.  Katzenstein  in  one  of  the  questions  said  that  it  was  re- 
ported, and  so  published,  that  Mr.  Debs,  of  Chicago,  had  issued  a 
proclamation  advising  all  men  to  keep  away  from  these  public  places, 
from  collecting  at  the  depots,  and  so  forth,  and  he  asked  him  why 
that  rule  could  not  be  oiforced  by  the  A.  R.  U.  here.  Mr.  Knox 
handed  Mr.  Katzenstein  a  telegram.  The  telegram,  as  near  as  I  can 
rememb^, — the  substance  of  the  telegram, —  was  about  this :  To  pay 
no  attention  to  newspaper  rumors ;  that  they  were  sure  to  win ;  that 
everything  was  progressing  all  right  in  their  interests,  or  words  to 
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that  effect  Mr.  Katzeiuitein  aaked  hhn  this  further  qaestioii:  That 
in  Tlew  of  the  fact  that  the  troops  were  ordered  tliere,  and  would 
probably  be  there  the  next  day,  or  the  morning  after,  and  as  the 
matter  was  passing  out  from  tlie  civil  authorities  to  the  military,  and 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  he  was  a  citixen,  the  same  as  the  l>a lance  of 
the  people  he  had  come  there  to  meet,  what  position  he  would  take; 
to  which  he  said,  as  near  as  I  recollect,  that,  so  far  as  he  was  con- 
cerned himself,  he  could  not  do  anything,  tor  there  were  two  or  three 
injunctions  against  him.  But,  so  far  as  his  men  were  concerned, 
which  was  over  2,000,  he  had  no  control  of  them,  and  he  did  not 
k)elieve  they  would  allow  any  train  to  go  out  of  the  depot  with  Pull- 
man cars  attached.  Then  Mr.  Eatzensteln  further  asked  him,  as  near 
as  I  can  recollect,  *  •  •  that  in  view  of  the  fact  of  the  military 
coming  there,  and  if  it  would  be  a  question  between  the  principles  of 
his  order  and  the  protection  of  the  citizens  and  Ills  family  and  so 
forth,  which  course  be  would  pursue  He  said  that  ttie  principles  of 
the  order  of  the  A.  R.  U.  stood  first  with  him  in  relation  to  ttiis  busi- 
ness, or  in  relation  to  this  strike.  Mr.  Katzenstein,  as  near  as  I  can 
remember,  called  his  (Knox's)  attention  to  the  proclamation,  as  it 
was  published  in  the  paper.  I  don't  remember  Mr.  Knox  saying  any- 
thing in  relation  to  the  cause  of  the  proclamation.  He  produced  that 
telegram.  It  was  read.  He  handed  it  out,  and  talked  in  about  the 
same  strain  that  was  expressed  in  the  language  of  the  telegram.  I 
would  not  undertake  to  repeat  what  he  said.  I  remember  distinctly 
he  stated  you  could  not  depend  on  tbe  proclamation.  He  did  not 
believe  there  was  any  truth  in  it,  and  used  this  telegram  as  evidence 
to  corroborate  his  statement" 

Y.  S.  McCIatchy,  called  on  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
testified: 

"  I  am  one  of  the  proprietors  and  business  manager  of  the  Evening 
Bee,  Sacramento." 

A  paper  being  shown  the  witness,  he  said : 

"  That  paper  is  a  statement  made  by  the  secretary  of  the  Oitiaens* 
Protective  Association,  under  instructi(Hi8  from  its  executive  com- 
mittee. ♦  ♦  •  The  paper  was  drawn  up  by  Mr.  Howell,  secretary 
of  the  Citizens'  Protective  Association,  under  instructions  of  its  execu- 
tive committee,  and  purported  to  embody  the  statements  made  by  the 
mediation  committee  of  the  American  Railway  Union  before  the  Citl- 
zens'  Protective  Association  at  its  meeting,  I  think,  of  July  5th.  Mr. 
Howell  was  instructed  to  draw  this  paper  up  and  present  it  to  the 
mediation  committee  for  their  approval  and  signature.  •  ♦  •  I 
saw  it  signed  by  two  gentlemen.  I  did  not  see  the  third  member  of 
the  committee  sign  it  ♦  ♦  ♦  Mr.  Knox,  who  was  chairman  of  the 
committee,  signed  it,  and,  as  certain  as  I  can  be  at  this  time,  the 
second  one  was  Mr.  Ck)mpton.  The  third  member,  who  I  think  was 
Mr.  Mullen,  was  not  present  •  •  •  At  this  time  I  saw  those  two 
names  signed  Mr.  Howell  was  present  He  then  left  it  with  Mr.  Knox, 
who  was  to  obtain  the  signature  of  the  third  gentl^nan.  *  *  *  I 
have  in  my  possession  another  statement  signed  by  Knox,  relative  to 
the  strike.  •  *  *  Mr.  Knox  made  certain  statements  before  the 
executive  committee  of  the  Citizens*  Protective  Association,  I  think 
about  July  9th, — I  do  not  want  to  be  certain  of  the  date, — and  under 
instructions  I  prepared  a  report  of  Mr.  Knox's  remarks  before  the  com- 
mittee, or  some  of  them,  and  submitted  it  to  him  for  approval  prior  to 
its  being  published  in  the  newspaper.  Mr.  Knox  api)roved  it  after 
minor  amendments,  and  it  was  published.    ^    ^    ^    Mr.  Knox  signed 
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It  In  my  presence.  «  ^  «  Mr.  Knox's  signature  was  obtained  In  the 
afternoon,  shortly  before  the  Bee  would  go  to  press.  In  order  to 
insure  its  publication  [719]  that  day,  It  had  to  be  cut  up  In  what 
printers  call  *  short  takes.'  •  •  •  It  was  signed  before  being  cut 
up.    It  can  be  readily  pasted  together." 

After  further  testimony  tending  to  identify  the  document, 
it  was  introduced,  and  is  as  follows: 

"  Chairman  H.  A.  Knox,  of  the  Sacramento  mediation  committee  of 
the  A.  R.  U.,  had  a  short  conference  this  afternoon  with  the  executive 
committee  of  the  Citizens'  Protective  Association,  at  the  request  of  the 
latter.  The  work  of  the  committee  so  far  had  been  directed  towards 
preventing  a  conflict  at  Sacramento  that  could  only  result  in  blood- 
shed, without  settling  the  main  issue,  and  to  this  end  had  brought 
Influence  to  bear  on  both  the  Southern  Paciflc  Company  and  its 
striking  employ^  to  prevent  any  aggressive  measures  on  either  side. 
The  position  of  the  United  States  government,  however,  in  ordering 
the  opening  of  the  road  and  the  use  of  federal  troops  for  such  purpose, 
has  practically  taken  all  discretion  out  of  the  hands  of  the  railroad 
company  and  the  United  States  marshal.  Mr.  Knox  was  asked, 
therefore,  if  the  United  States  government  insisted  on  taking  charge 
at  Sacramento  and  running  trains,  would  the  A.  R.  U.  permit  it  to  be 
done  without  obstacle,  or  would  it  oppose  by  force  the  government 
ofl^dals  and  troops?  Mr.  Knox  stated  tiiat  personally  he  would  do  all 
he  could  to  prevent  a  conflict  with  the  government,  and,  if  it  moved 
trains,  would  not  oppose,  whether  with  Pullmans  attached  or  not,  and 
would  so  advise  his  men.  He  said,  however,  that  if  the  government 
insisted  on  moving  Pullmans  without  a  settlement  of  the  main  question, 
he  could  not  control  the  men  under  him,  as  they  had  notified  him — over 
2,000  strong— that  they  would  not  obey  orders  in  that  event,  and 
would  engage  the  troops.  He  said  the  position  of  the  A.  R.  U.  was  in  no 
way  changed.  It  would  not  permit  the  running  of  any  trains  unless  the 
demands  of  the  organization,  as  outlined  at  a  former  conference  with  the 
citizens'  committee,  and  published  in  the  Bee  of  Friday  last,  were  com- 
plied with.  His  attention  being  called  to  the  declaration  of  Eugene 
V.  Debs,  head  of  the  A.  R.  U.,  calling  on  all  members  not  to  attempt 
interference  with  trains  or  railway  property,  Mr.  Knox  said  that  he 
had  not  received  officially  any  such  notice,  and  had  been  warned  by 
Debs  to  pay  no  attention  to  newspaper  reports,  unless  ofl^cially  re- 
ported to  him.  He  could  not,  therefore,  take  any  notice  of  the  procla- 
mation referred  to,  and  doubted  its  genuineness.  [Signed]  H.  A. 
Knox." 

Mr.  Knox  denies  having  signed  the  statement  produced  by 
Mr.  McClatchy.    In  this  regard  he  testifies  as  follows: 

*^I  never  signed  that  statement  in  the  world.  That  statement,  or 
part  of  it,  was  when  th«y  called  me  before  their  committee  in  the 
afternoon,  I  thhik,  of  the  9th.  It  was  simply  said  verbally,  part  of  it, 
and  pert  of  it  was  not  I  never  signed  the  statem^it,  and  they  have  got 
more  in  there  than  I  ever  said.  «  •  •  The  statement  is  about 
correct  until  we  get  down  to  where  it  says :  *  He  said,  however,  that 
If  the  government  Insisted  on  moving  Pullmans  without  a  settlement 
of  the  main  question,  he  could  not  control  the  men  under  him,  as 
th^  had  notified  him,  over  2,000  strong,  that  they  would  not  obey 
orders  in  that  event  and  would  engage  the  troops.'  I  never  made 
any  such  statesient  as  that" 
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Barry  Baldwin,  the  United  States  marshal  for  the  North- 
em  district  of  California,  was  at  Sacramento  during  the 
strike,  and  testifies  as  follows  respecting  'stat^nents  made  to 
him  by  members  of  the  mediation  committee  and  others,  in 
relation  to  the  attitude  of  the  American  Railway  Union : 

"I  know  Mr.  E:nox,  Mr.  Ck)mpton,  and  Mr.  MnUen.  E:now  Mr. 
Worden.  I  saw  them  on  the  evening  of  the  1st  of  July  at  the  depot,  in 
a  caboose,  in  the  yard  there,  right  at  the  depot,  on  the  trades.  I  was 
told  that  they  were  a  committee ;  that  they  were  the  leaders  of  the  com- 
mittee of  the  strikers.  Found  Mr.  Worden  there  at  the  time.  •  ♦  ♦ 
I  went  there  officially,  in  order  to  protect  the  mails, — to  protect  the 
trains  carrying  the  mails ;  in  [720]  order  to  allow  the  railroad  officials 
to  run  the  trains  carrying  the  mails.  We  heard  that  they  were  being 
prevented  from  doing  so.  This  was  Sunday  evening,  the  1st  of  July, 
about  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening.  •  •  •  It  was  a  caboose  on  the 
tracks  adjacent  to  the  depot  building, — the  yard  at  Sacramento ;  pos- 
sibly a  hundred  yards  from  the  river„— fifty  to  a  hundred  yards.  The 
parties  in  the  car  went  to  find  Mr.  Knox.  Mr.  Knox  was  not  in  the 
car  at  the  time.  They  found  Mr.  Knox,  and  Mr.  Knox  came  in  pres- 
ently, after  a  little;  and  they  requested  a  number  of  people  there, 
who  had  no  business  with  their  committee,  to  withdraw.  A  number 
of  people  in  there  withdrew,  leaving,  I  suppose,  some  six  to  ten 
inside  the  car.  It  was  dark  in  the  car.  It  was  lighted  afterwards, 
but  poorly  lighted.  Mr.  Knox  was  present,  and  also  Mr.  Worden. 
and  I  believe  Mr.  Compton,  and  Mr.  Mullen,  and  several  others 
whom  I  don't  know, — did  not  recognize  at  the  time.  ♦  ♦  ♦  I  stated 
to  them  the  purpose  for  which  I  had  come  to  Sacramento,  and  they 
asked  me  whether  Pullman  cars  were  to  be  moved  with  the  train. 
Knox  was  the  spokesman,  and  did  most  of  the  speaking.  The  others 
spoke  a  little,  some  of  the  others,  and  especially  Mr.  Worden,  who  was 
continually  talking  and  interrupting.  I  told  them  who  I  was,  and  my 
purpose  in  going  to  Sacramento.  ♦  •  •  My  business  there  was  to 
see  them  and  talk  to  them,  and  see  what  the  trouble  was,  and  why 
these  trains  could  not  be  moved,  and  why  they  were  preventing  them 
from  being  moved.  They  objected  to  Pullman  cars  being  moved, 
claiming  that  they  were  willing  that  the  trains  should  go  with  the 
mails  and  other  passenger  cars,  but  not  with  Pullman  cars.  They 
said  they  had  advice  that  Pullmans  were  no  part  of  a  train, — no  part 
of  a  mail  train;  and  they  gave  me  to  understand  that  they  would 
not  be  allowed  to  go, — ^to  be  moved.  They  said  they  had  eminent 
legal  advice.  That  they  had  paid  |250  for  the  advice.  They  did  not 
state  who  had  advised  them.  *  *  *  I  told  them  that  I  should 
perform  my  duties,  and  see  that  the  trains  were  moved.  I  told  them 
that  the  trains  should  be  moved  as  often  as  mftde  up,  with  Pullman 
cars  attached  where  it  was  customary  to  place  them.  I  told  them  that 
I  was  certain  they  were  not  right  in  doing  it, — in  opposing  the  proper 
authorities  and  defying  the  law.  They  continued  in  the  attitude  that 
they  could  not  allow  Pullman  cars  to  move.  I  told  them  my  purpose 
in  being  there  was  to  protect  those  mail  trains,  and  trains  carrying 
the  mails, — United  States  mails.  ♦  •  •  Had  conversation  with 
Mr.  Worden  on  my  way  up  from  the  cal>oose  out  across  the  tracks. 
He  asked  if  we  knew  who  he  was,  and  I  then  first  learned  his  name. 
He  said  that  his  name  was  Worden ;  that  every  one  knew  him  there, 
and  he  was  prominently  connected  with  the  movement  •  •  •  It 
was  the  A.  R.  U.  people  that  were  organized  there.  They  were  the 
mediation  committee  of  the  A.  R.  U.    They  were  the  committaet.    I 
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The  same  witness  further  testifies,  as  to  the  action  and 
attitude  of  the  mediation  committee,  substantially  as  follows: 

**  I  saw  the  members  of  the  mediation  committee  again  (the  second 
time)  on  the  evening  of  the  2d,  at  the  Golden  Eagle  Hotel,  at  my 
room.  Saw  EInox,  Mullen,  and  CJompton.  They  came  to  see  me  as 
the  mediation  committee  of  the  A.  B.  U.  Th^  came  to  see  me  as 
U.  S.  marshal.  They  came  to  see  me  at  the  room  I  occupied.  I  in- 
formed them  that  it  was  my  intention  to  go  down  the  next  day,  and 
clear  the  depot  grounds  of  the  crowds  that  were  there,  in  order  that 
the  railroad  company  could  move  their  trains, — ^the  mail  trains,  or 
trains  carrying  the  mails, — and  that  I  hoped  that  the  strikers  would 
not  offer  any  resistance ;  that  I  was  there  by  lawful  authority  to  do 
this;  it  was  my  duty  to  do  it  Then  we  talked  the  matter  over. 
They  said  that  they  had  no  wish  to  use  any  violence.  They  asked 
me  to  go  down.  They  said  they  would  do  all  they  could  to  get  the 
strikers  to  vacate  the  depot  grounds.  Th^  asked  me  to  go  down 
myself,  or  with  as  few  deputies  as  possible,  for  they  thought  there 
was  less  danger  of  a  conflict  if  I  did  that ;  that  I  could  get  on  better 
alone  than  to  take  down  a  number  of  deputies ;  that  it  might  irritate 
the  people,  and  we  would  not  get  on  well.  But  they  said  they  would 
assist  me  as  much  as  they  could  in  inducing  the  crowd  to  clear  away 
from  the  depot,  and  allow  the  trains  to  be  operated.  [791]  They 
said  that  if  they  did  this  they  wanted  me  to  allow  them  to  send  a 
committee  of  three  to  induce  the  engineers,  or  those  that  were  te 
work  the  trains,  in  together,  to  persuade  them  not  to  go  out  with  the 
Pullman  cars;  to  go  Inside  of  the  line  I  might  form.  I  told  them 
that  I  did  not  know  that  I  would  object  to  their  doing  that,  so  long 
as  they  did  not  intimidate  them, — so  long  as  they  were  not  too  per- 
sistent, and  would  not  continue  to  talk  to  them  too  long,  or  in  any 
other  way  threaten  them,  by  numbers  of  talk ;  and  also,  if  the  people 
they  were  talking  to  did  not  wish  to  hear  them,  did  not  wish  to  listen 
to  them,  and  requested  them  to  leave,  why,  thc^  should  leave.  But  I 
told  them  that  I  could  not  promise  even  that  I  would  let  them  do 
that ;  that  I  could  not  say  at  that  moment ;  that  there  might  be  some 
objection  arise  at  the  time  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  company,  and 
I  might  have  to  further  consider  the  question  as  to  their  right  to  be 
present  at  the  depot  grounds,  but  at  that  time  I  did  not  see  any  objec- 
tion to  it,  as  long  as  they  did  it  peaceably." 

Mr.  Knox,  in  his  testimony,  details  this  interview  in  the 
caboose  as  follows: 

*'  Mr.  Baldwin  and  Mr.  Knight  wanted  to  know  ovr  position  that 
we  had  taken  in  the  matter,  and  between  us  we  explained  it  as  thor- 
oughly as  possible  to  them,  and  told  them,  in  the  first  place,  we  had 
boycotted  the  Pullman  cars  on  legal  advice;  and,  if  I  am  not  mis- 
taken, I  told  them  who  our  advice  was  f rom,~-Mr.  Ingersoll ;  and  Mr. 
Knight  said  that  a  Pullman  car,  as  long  as  it  was  attached  to  a  mail 
car  regularly  made  up,  was  part  of  a  mail  car.  Of  course,  we  had 
an  opinion  from  a  very  eminent  lawyer  and  attorney,  and  we  thought 
he  knew  as  much  about  it  as  Mr.  Knight  did ;  consequently  we  told 
him  we  would  not  handle  any  trains  with  Pullman  cars  attached 
during  the  boycott,  and,  now  that  the  strike  bad  been  ordered,  we 
would  not  handle  any  trains  at  all,  except  mail  trains,  until  those  men 
that  had  been  discharged  had  been  reinstated.  That  was  about  the 
10870*^—8.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol : 
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gist  of  our  couTersation  ail  the  way  through.    It  was  repeated  sev- 
eral times." 

T.  W.  Heintzelman,  master  mechanic  in  the  employ  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  Company  at  Sacramento,  called  for  the 
United  States,  testified  as  follows: 

**  I  know  Knox  and  Ck)mpton.  They  were  out  on  a  strike.  Before 
the  strike,  Knox  was  a  switchman,  and  Gompton  was  a  machinist 
working  in  the  shop.  *  *  *  I  was  present  during  a  part  of  a 
conversation  between  Knox  and  Mr.  Small  at  the  roundhouse  on  June 
30th.  Mr.  Small  was  the  superintendent  of  motive  power.  •  •  • 
I  heard  Knox  remark  that  they  were  in  the  strike  to  win,  and  they 
were  going  to  win  by  any  means." 

E.  C.  Jordan,  locomotive  engineer  at  Sacramento,  called 
for  the  United  States,  testified  to  attending  a  meeting  on 
June  29, 1894,  at  which  Knox  was  present,  as  follows: 

**  In  relation  to  a  telegram  he  said  he  would  get,  it  was  asked  him 
as  to  what  his  jurisdiction  was  in  this  matter;  and  he  stated  that 
his  Jurisdiction  extended  from  Sacramento  to  El  Paso  and  to  Port- 
land and  to  Ogden,  out  of  Sacramento.  *  •  •  There  were  three 
orders  present, — Cbnductors,  the  Engineers,  and  Mr.  Knox,  of  the 
A.  R.  U.  ♦  ♦  ♦  The  meeting  was  held  for  the  purpose,  as  I 
understood  it,  of  taking  some  action  to  bring  the  strikers  or  the 
A.  R.  U.  men  and  the  company  together,  in  order  to  devise  some  means 
by  which  the  strike  could  be  adjusted  in  some  manner  to  start  the 
road.** 

The  following  telegrams,  purporting  to  have  been  signed 
and  sent  by  H.  A.  Ejiox  to  various  unions  within  his  juris- 
diction, respecting  the  state  of  affairs  at  Sacramento,  and 
transmitting  advice  to  other  local  unions  with  reference  to 
the  action  they  should  take,  were  in-  [722]  troduced  by  the 
prosecution  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  concert  of  pur- 
pose and  action  among  the  different  branches  of  the  Ameri- 
can Railway  Union. 

"  June  27, 1894.  To  I.  B.  Hoffmire,  Portland,  Or. :  Stop  all  PuUman 
sleepers.    Answer.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"June  27,  1894.  To  B.  V.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  R.  U.,  Chicago:  WIU  we 
stop  loaded  sleepers?    Ans.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  June  27,  1894.  To  W.  H.  Clune,  Los  Angeles :  Stop  aU  Pulkoan 
sleepers.    Answer.    H.  A.  Knox." 

**  June  27,  1894.  To  J.  M.  Wagner,  Ogden,  Utah :  Stop  all  Pullman 
sleepers.    Answer.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  June  28, 1894.  To  M.  C.  Roberts,  Dunsmuir,  Gal. :  Be  ready  to  go 
out  at  moment's  notice.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  June  28,  1894.  To  E.  V.  Debs,  Chicago,  111. :  The  ORC  and  BRI 
are  going  to  take  train  out  to-night  We  are  going  to  stop  everything. 
Answer.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"June  28,  1894.  T6  J.  M.  Wagnet,  Ogden,  Utah:  Be  ready  to  go 
oat  at  moment's  notice.    EL  A.  Knox." 
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••  Jnne  28,  1894.  To  M.  O.  Roberts,  Dunsmulr:  Don't  know»  but  If 
any,  you  hold.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  June  29, 1894.  To  B.  P.  Condrey,  Rocklin :  Tee ;  stay  In  Rocklln. 
H.  A.  Knox." 

"  June  29,  1894.  To  a  B.  McOllntodt,  Truckee,  Gal. :  Hold  Nos.  4 
&  2  sure.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  June  29,  1894.  To  G.  W.  Lindsay,  Wadsworth,  Nev. :  Hold  No  4 
there  sure.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"June  29,  1894.  To  B.  P.  G(mdrey,  Rocklln:  General  tie  up  or- 
dered.   Notify  all  concerned.    Answer.    H.  A.  Knox." 

*•  June  29,  1894.  To  McGllntock,  Truckee :  General  tie  up  ordered. 
Notify  all  concerned.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"June  29.  1894.  To  B.  V.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  R.  U.,  Chicago:  General 
tie  up  ordered  on  S.  P.  system.    All  out    H.  A.  Knox" 

"  June  29, 1894.  To  B.  V.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  R.  U.,  Chicago,  111. :  Bvery- 
thlng  on  system  at  standstill.  Company  makes  their  death  struggle 
to-night    H.  A.  Knox." 

"June  30,  1894.  To  F.  Almas,  Summit,  Cal.:  No;  stop  at  once. 
H.  A.  Knox." 

"  June  30,  1894.  To  J.  C.  Church.  Carlln,  Nev. :  Ice  until  further 
orders.    Everything  stopped.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  June  30,  1894.  To  J.  T.  Roberts,  Oakland,  Cal.,  A.  R.  U. :  Have 
any  troops  left  and  where  are  they  going?    H.  A.  Knox." 

"June  30,  1894.  To  J.  T.  Roberts,  A.  R,  U.,  Oakland:  Has  train 
left  with  deputy  marshals?    Rumor  here.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"June  30,  1894.  To  B.  V.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  R.  U.,  Chicago,  111.:  This 
motion  was  adopted  by  B.  of  L.  B.  and  O.  R.  C. :  That  the  basis  of  the 
settlement  be  that  all  discharged  men  who  have  taken  part  in  the 
Pullman  boycott  be  reinstated,  and  guaranty  given  men  won't  be  dis- 
charged for  same  cause.  Pullman  boycott  to  remain  In  force,  and 
strike  declared  off.  This  Is  the  grandest  victory  ever  won,  and  every- 
body Is  on  our  side.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  1,  1894.  To  A.  W.  Wallace,  Rocklln,  Cal. :  There  was,  but 
we  stop  at  other  points.    Not  wheel  moving.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  1,  1894.  To  J.  T.  Roberts,  A.  R.  U.,  Oakland,  Cal. :  Keep  me 
posted  on  everything  that  leaves  thera    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  1,  1894.  To  W.  H.  Clune,  Sec.,  Los  Angeles,  Cat :  How  are 
engineers  and  conductors  standing  with  us  down  your  way?  H.  A. 
Knox." 

"  July  2.  1894.  To  E.  V.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  R.  U.,  Chicago,  111. :  Did 
you  give  permission  to  move  Mrs.  Stanford?    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  2,  1894.  To  H.  L.  Walthers,  Dunsmulr,  Cal. :  She  can  go  via 
Davis,  not  by  Sacramento." 

"  July  2,  1894.  To  H.  L.  Walthers,  Dunsmulr,  Cat :  Troops  coming 
here.    Stand  firm ;  we  are.    Ans.    H.  A.  B^nox." 

"  July  3,  1894.  To  E.  B.  Barton,  Ogden,  Utah :  We  understand  Co. 
tried  to  brake  block,  but  we  fooled  them.    H.  A.  Knox." 

[723]  "  July  3.  1894.  To  B.  V.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  R.  U.,  Chicago,  111. : 
Hunt  up  the  National  Pres.  of  the  Marine  Engineers.  Confer  with 
him.    Steamers  are  a  terrible  damage  to  us.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"July  4,  1894.  To  McClintock,  Sec  A.  R.  U.,  Truckee,  Cal.:  Big 
army  here.  You  come  with  all  guns  and  volunteers.  Come  by  train 
without  orders  at  once.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  4,  1894.  To  B.  B.  Barton,  Ogden,  Utah :  Good.  Same  here. 
We  have  4,000  beside  the  dty.    Stand  firm.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  4.  1894.  To  Arthur  Wallace,  Rocklln,  Cal. :  Soldiers  on  this 
end  of  American  river.    Don't  stop.    Bridge  O.  K.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  4,  1894.  To  Arthur  Wallace,  Rocklln,  Cal. :  Come.  Bring  all 
hands.    Rush.    H.  A.  Knox." 
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"  July  4,  1894.  To  H.  L.  Waltbers,  Dunsmulr,  Oal. :  One  thousaBd 
cayalrymen  and  militiamen  here.  Come  with  whole  outfit  by  train,, 
without  orders,  at  once.    H.  A.  Knox." 

••  July  4,  1894.  To  W.  H.  Walthers,  Dunsmulr,  Cal. :  Don't  done  the 
Western  Union  office.  That  will  hurt  our  cause.  And  take  guard 
away  from  the  Postal  office.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"July  4.  1894.  To  B.  V.  Debs.  Pres.  A.  B.  U.,  Chicago,  111.:  We 
have  the  troops  on  our  side.  They  have  refused  to  obey '  commands, 
and  we  are  stayers  from  away  back, — bound  to  succeed.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"July  5,  1894.  To  C.  B.  McClintock,  Truckee,  Cal.:  Please  allow 
merchants  to  take  perishable  freight  from  cars,  but  agent  must  check 
it  to  them.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"July  5,  1894.  To  Madden  &  Turner,  Dunsmulr,  Gal.:  All  quiet 
here.    We  are  sure  to  win.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  5,  1894.  To  B.  V.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  R.  U.,  Chicago,  IlL :  It  is 
reported  the  U.  S.  marshal  and  Gen.  Dimond,  of  state  troops,  has 
turned  our  affair  over  to  Washington  Have  attorney  there  to  work 
on  it  We  have  everything  our  own  way,  and  have  not  broke  the  law, 
only  by  keeping  about  5,000  men  in  sight  Please  advise  us  what  to 
do.    Not  a  wheel  moving.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  6,  1894.  To  E.  V.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  B.  U.,  Chicago.  111. :  Any 
truth  in  report  of  strikers  and  soldiers  having  battle  in  Chicago? 
Please  ans.    We  are  as  firm  as  rock.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  7/7/1894.  To  J.  M.  Wagner,  Ogden,  Utah :  All  quiet  Stand  firm. 
H.  A.  Knox." 

"July  7,  1894.  To  Wm.  O.  Leary,  Pres.  Miners*  Union,  Virginia 
City,  Nev. :  Resolutions  received,  and  return  thanks.  We  are  bound 
to  win.    We  are  as  solid  as  rock.    H.  A.  Knox,  Chairman." 

"  July  8,  1894.  To  W.  H.  Clune,  Los  Angeles,  Cal. :  Force  them  to 
stop,  or  tell  them  when  we  settle,  tlieir  firemen  will  run  their  engines. 
We  done  that,  and  you  bet  It  brought  them  to  time.  All  quiet  here. 
We  are  solid  as  rock.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  9, 1894.  To  W.  H.  Clune,  Los  Angeles,  Cal. :  Bverything  very 
quiet  here.  Nothing  moving  here.  How  is  things  there?  Stand  firm, 
and  don't  let  nothing  go.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  9,  1894.  To  Chas.  Fink,  Oakland,  Cal. :  We  sent  Geo.  Hale  to 
Vallejo,  but  if  there  at  Oakland  he  is  O.  K.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  11,  1894.  To  W.  G.  Boyce,  Pres.  Miners'  Union,  Silver  City, 
Nov.:  Thanks  for  sympathy.  We  are  under  heavy  expense.  Finan- 
cial aid  would  be  gratefully  received.    H.  A.  Knox,  Chairman." 

"July  11,  1894.  To  Chick  Featherson,  Summit,  Cal.:  I  received 
orders  from  B.  V.  Debs  to  order  strike  on  entire  system.  Henoe  my 
order.    Sacto.  is  solid  yet    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  11,  1894.  To  E.  V.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  B.  U.,  Chicago,  111. :  Sorry 
you  are  in  Jail,  but  be  strong,  and  we  will  carry  the  strike  on  if  th^ 
put  all  of  you  in  jaiL  Lots  of  soldiers  here,  but  everything  quiet  so 
far.    Every  man  out  here,  but  a  few  scab  engineers.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  11,  1894.  To  J.  S.  Walton,  Oakland,  Cal. :  Adopt  coda  Lots 
of  soldiers  here,  but  everything  quiet  yet    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  12,  1894.  To  J.  Balder,  Truckee,  Cal. :  Train  of  soldiers  get- 
ting ready  to  leave  here  for  Truckee.  Bverything  quiet  H.  A. 
Knox." 

"  July  12,  1894.  To  E.  V.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  B.  U.,  Chicago,  IlL:  I  will 
stand  [724]  by  A.  B.  U.  as  long  as  life  lasts.  I  refused  to  run  for  rail- 
road commissioner,  because  I  thought  so  much  of  the  fight  We  are 
doing  nothing  but  what  is  proper.  We  are  going  to  fight  It  out  on  this 
line.  We  have  1,800  soldiers  here,  but  no  trains  out  yet  H.  A. 
Knox." 

"  July  18,  1894.    To  Chairman  A.  B.  U.,  Truckee,  Oal. :  Beports  all 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


UNITED   STATES   V,  CASSTDY.  483 

01iarg»  to  fhe  Jury. 

fake.  Stand  pat  Freight  left  here,  under  protection  of  soldiers,  for 
the  East    H.  A.  ECnox."       • 

"  July  18,  189i.  To  Glune,  Chairman  A.  R.  U.,  Los  Angeles,  GaL : 
Reports  all  fakes.  Strike  is  on  in  fall  force.  Stay  with  them  to  the 
last    Alio.  K.  here.    H.  A.  Knox." 

"  July  13,  1884.  To  J.  0.  March,  Carlin,  Nev. :  1,800  soldiers  here 
for  two  days,  but  have  only  got  freight  out  east  Reports  are  all  false. 
Stand  pat    H.  A.  Knox." 

"July  18,  1894.  To  F.  M.  Gillett,  San  Luis  Obispo,  Gal.:  Reports 
all  falsa  Stand  pat  1,800  troops  here,  but  got  only  one  train  out  In 
two  days.    Sure  to  win.    H.  A.  ECnox." 

**  July  18, 1894.  To  B.  Y.  Debs,  Pres.  A.  R.  U.,  Chicago,  III. :  United 
Press  dispatch  says  you  have  declared  strike  off.  I  have  sent  mee- 
I  all  over  denying  it    Answer.    H.  A.  Knox." 


Telegrams  have  been  introduced  purporting  to  have  been 
signed  by  H.  A.  Enox,  addressed  to  E.  V.  Debs,  at  Chicago, 
and  to  other  persons,  in  relation  to  the  strike,  dated  July  14th, 
and  subsequent  dates;  but  Knox  testifies  that  he  was  arrested 
on  July  14th,  and  was  in  jail  for  three  weeks,  and  he  denies 
specifically  having  signed  the  11  telegrams  dated  July  22d, 
which  bear  his  name.  It  is  possible  that  some  member  of 
the  mediation  committee,  or  other  officer  of  the  American 
Railway  Union  at  Sacramento,  acting  for  the  committee, 
may  have  signed  these  telegrams  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Sjiox ; 
but  as  the  testimony  in  the  case,  and  particularly  the  tele- 
grams sent  out  by  T.  H.  Douglass,  who  appears  to  have 
been  chairman  of  the  mediation  committee  after  July  14th, 
indicate  that  the  strike  was  declared  off  on  July  21st,  tele- 
grams purporting  to  have  been  signed  by  Knox,  and  dated 
after  July  14th,  and  particularly  those  dated  July  22d,  are 
certainly  discredited,  and  I  will  not,  therefore,  refer  to  them 
further  in  this  connection.  In  any  view,  they  do  not  appear 
to  be  important. 

George  Vice  testified,  on  the  part  of  the  defense,  that  he 
had  been  a  locomotive  fireman  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Com- 
pany in  June  last;  that  he  belonged  to  the  American  Eailway 
Union  at  Sacramento;  was  the  vice  president  of  it;  thinks 
he  was  present  the  night  that  the  telegram  came  from  Chi- 
cago, announcing  the  fact  that  there  was  going  to  be  a 
Pullman  boycott.  He  admits  signing  the  fgllowing  tele- 
gram: 

"Sacto.,  July  6,  189i.  H.  F.  Michaels,  Master  Cactus  Lodge,  ^, 
Tucson,  Ariz. :  Firemen  of  following  lodges  out  with  A.  R.  U.,  to  the 
man:  260,  143,  312,  91,  97,  19,  68,  98,  366,  193,  and  Roseburg.  If 
you  tie  division  up,  will  guaranty  full  protection  of  A.  R.  U.  Not 
a  wheel  turned  here  for  six  days.    Answer.    Geo.  Vice,  Master  260." 
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Also  the  following : 

"Sacramento,  GaL,  July  16»  1894.  J.  Frlant,  Fresno,  Gal.:  Fire- 
men here  stand  firm.    Scabs  scarca    We  are  winners.    Geo.  Vice." 

Also  the  following: 

"  Sacto.,  July  16,  1894.  Geo.  W.  Lindsay,  Wadsworth,  Ner. :  Fire- 
men here  all  firm.  Scabs  scarce.  We're  winners.  You  stand  firm. 
Geo.  Vice." 

[725]  He  also  admits  sending  the  following: 

"Sacramento,  Oal.,  July  17,  1894.  R.  B.  Nobel,  Summit:  Quit  im- 
mediately and  tie  up  everything.  Come  to  Sacramento.  We're  sure 
winners.    Answer.    Geo.  Vice." 

The  witness,  being  questioned  about  the  wording  of  the 
telegram,  testified  further  as  follows: 

"A  Juror :  Q.  What  did  you  mean  by  *  tie  up  everything  *  7  A. 
Leave  their  work.  Q.  You  said,  '  Quit  and  tie  up  everything.'  What 
do  you  mean  by  '  tie  up  everything '  ?  A.  Just  to  leave  work.  The 
Ck)urt :  Q.  You  say,  '  Quit  and  tie  up  everything.'  '  Quit '  seems  to 
be  your  definition  for  '  tie  up.'  A.  I  meant  the  same  thing  by  it  Q. 
*Qult'  and  *tie  up'  are  the  same  thing?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Mr.  Knight: 
Q.  By  •  tie  up  everything,'  you  mean  leave  work  from  everything?  A. 
Leave  the  service.  Q.  From  everything?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q,  What  is 
the  meaning  of  the  word  *  everything '  ?  You  said,  *  tie  up  everything.' 
A.  I  suppose  there  is  a  whole  lot  of  meaning  to  'everything.'  Q. 
What  is  your  meaning  in  that  connection?  A.  If  a  man  is  on  a  Job, 
according  to  that, — if  he  Is  on  an  engine, — he  will  leave  his  work." 

He  also  admits  sending  the  following  telegram : 

"Sacramento,  Gal.,  July  17,  1894.  J.  J.  Brennan,  Rocklln:  Stand. 
Do  not  allow  anybody  to  report  for  work.  Stronger  here  than  ever. 
We're  sure  winners.    Geo.  Vice." 

The  witness  states : 

'*  When  this  telegram  was  sent,  it  was  only  meant  for  the  firemen. 
There  were  lots  of  firemen  that  did  not  belong  to  the  A.  R.  U." 

Admits  writing  and  sending  this  telegram : 

"Sacramento,  Cal.,  July  17,  1804.  Geo.  W.  Lindsay,  Wadsworth, 
Nev. :  Still  firm,  and  will  stay  to  last  Sure  winners.  Gaining  re- 
cruits from  scabs.  Fillmore .  weakening.  He  Interviews  mediation 
board,  and  makes  concessions.    Geo.  Vice." 

Also  this  one : 

"  Sacramento,  Cal.,  July  18,  1894.  H.  F.  Michaels,  Tucson,  Aria. : 
State  situation.  Tied  up  here  tighter  than  ever.  Use  all  means  to 
do  same  there.    We're  winners.    Geo.  Vice." 

Also  this  one: 

"  Sacramento,  Cal.,  July  18,  1894.  W.  J.  Featherson,  Summit,  CaL : 
Quit  Immediately,  and  tie  up  everything.  Come  to  Sacramento.  We're 
sure  winners.    Answer.    Geo.  Vice." 
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Also  this  one: 

"  Sacramento,  Cal.,  July  21, 1894.  F.  P.  Sargent,  Terre  Haute.  Ind. : 
Eastern  B.  L.  F.  men  taking  our  Jobs.  For  God*s  sake,  save  us.  S.  P. 
will  not  re-empk>y  us.  Use  all  means  to  save  us.  Answer.  Qeo. 
Vice,  Master  260." 

The  witness  states  that  he  had  no  authority  to  send  tele- 
grams for  the  American  Railway  Union ;  that  he  sent  them 
by  virtue  of  his  being  a  master  of  the  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Firemen.  He  admits,  however,  that  he  was  also  an 
officer  of  the  American  Kailway  Union,  being  its  vice  presi- 
dent 

H.  B.  Breckenfeld,  called  for  the  United  States,  testified 
that  he  was  chief  train  dispatcher  for  the  Sacramento  Divi- 
sion of  the  Southern  Pacific,  at  Sacramento;  that  he  knew 
Terry  Douglass;  that  he  knew  that  Douglass  was  connected 
with  the  A.  R.  U.  during  the  recent  strike,  because  Douglass 
appeared  before  Mr.  Fillmore,  or  in  his  rooms,  on  one  or  two 
occasions,  in  connection  with  the  strike;  [726]  that  on  one 
occasion  Douglas  came  in  an  official  capacity;  that,  when 
he  did  come  in  an  official  capacity,  Douglass  announced  that 
they  had  decided  to  declare  the  strike  off.  This  was  in  the 
latter  part  of  July.  Douglass'  position  in  the  American 
Railway  Union  was  a  member  of  the  mediation  committee. 
Douglass  was  not  a  member  of  the  mediation  committee  right 
through  the  strike.  The  witness  understood  that  they 
(Douglass  and  the  two  men  who  accompanied  him  on  the 
occasion  just  referred  to)  took  the  place  of  the  original  me- 
diation committee  at  Sacramento.  On  the  occasion  referred 
to  they  came  into  the  rooms  of  Mr.  Fillmore,  and  requested 
the  stenographer  who  was  present  to  prepare  upon  the  type- 
writer a  statement  to  that  effect,  which  was  read  to  them  by 
the  stenographer,  and  was  signed  by  them.  The  witness  was 
present  when  this  was  done.  Witness  knows  the  handwrit- 
ing of  Douglass.  Identifies  the  signature  of  Douglass  on  the 
following  telegrams : 

-Sacto.,  July  14th,  1894.  To  F.  P.  CJox,  Rocklin,  Cal.:  Men  are 
determined.    Situation  good.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

"Sacto.,  July  16,  1894.  To  B.  V.  Debs,  Chicago,  111.:  A  com- 
mittee of  fruit  growers  has  waited  on  us.  Are  you  any  nearer  n 
settlement?    Ans.  quick.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

**  Sacto.,  July  16,  1894.  To  S.  Brennan,  Rocklin,  Cal. :  Message  from 
Debs.  Situation  everywhere  good.  Switchmen  have  all  quit  here. 
T.  H.  Douglass." 
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*'Sacto.,  Jul7  16,  1894.  To  R.  A.  Battenfleld,  Boddin:  Foar 
trains  tied  up  at  Red  BluflP.    No  crews  to  move.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

"  Sacto.,  July  16,  1894.  To  B.  V.  Debs,  Chicago,  IlL :  Scabs  coming 
from  Bast    With  few  exceptions,  men  solid  here.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

**  Sacramento,  Cat.,  July  17,  1894.  To  R.  A.  Battenfleld,  Rodslln, 
Cal. :  Situation  better  than  yesterday.  Prospects  brighten  every  hour 
to  A.  R.  U.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

"Sacto.,  July  18th,  1894.  To  R.  A.  Battenfleld,  Rocklln:  Did 
any  train  leave  Rocklln  this  morning?    T.  H.  Douglass." 

"Sacto.,  July  18th,  1894.  To  W.  Balder,  Truckee,  CaL:  Received 
message  from  James  Hogan.  He  states  situation  firm  everywhere. 
T.  H.  Douglass." 

"Sacto.,  July  18tti,  1894.  S.  J.  Brennan,  Ro<^lin:  Situation  has 
not  (dianged.    No  work  for  shopmen.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

"Sacto.,  July  18th,  1894.  To  B.  B.  Barton,  Ogden,  Utah:  Gom- 
mlttee  waited  on  J.  A.  Fillmore.  Nothing  satisfactory.  Men  re- 
main firm.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

"Sacto.,  July  19,  1894.  To  G.  W.  Lindsay,  Wadsworth,  Nev.:  No 
change  In  situation  here.    Remain  firm.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

"  Sacto.,  July  20,  1894.  To  James  Hogan,  Chicago,  111. :  True  situa- 
tion men  wavering  In  many  places.  Give  your  views  affairs.  T.  H. 
Douglass." 

"Sacto.,  July  21st.  1894.  To  F.  P.  Cox,  Rocklln,  Cal.:  Probably 
strike  will  be  declared  off  at  2  p.  m.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

"  Sacramento,  Cal.,  July  21st,  1894.  To  W.  Balder,  Truckee,  CaL : 
Bxpect  strike  to  be  settled  by  2  p.  m.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

"  Sacramento,  Cal.,  July  21st,  1894.  To  G.  W.  Lindsay,  Wadsworth, 
Nov.:  This  lodge  has  declared  strike  off  by  unanimous  vote.  T.  H. 
Douglass." 

"Sacto.,  July  21,  1894.  To  S.  J.  Brennan,  Rocklln,  CaL:  This 
lodge  has  declared  strike  off.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

"Sacramento,  CaL,  July  21,  1894.  To  W.  Balder,  Truckee,  CaL: 
Strike  has  been  declared  off  Pacific,  unconditional.    T.  H.  Douglass." 

T.  H.  Douglass,  called  for  the  defendants,  testified :  That 
he  was  a  brakeman  last  June  and  July,  running  between 
Sacramento  and  Truckee.  That  he  belonged  to  the  Ameri- 
can Railway  Union  and  Order  of  Railway  Conductors, 
That  he  acted  as  chairman  of  the  mediation  committee,  he 
thinks,  from  the  12th  or  13th  or  14th  [727]  of  July.  That 
the  occasion  of  his  so  acting  was  because  the  original  mem- 
bers on  that  conunittee  were  arrested.  That  John  Hurley 
and  G.  H.  Hale  were  on  the  committee  with  him.  That  he 
continued  in  that  capacity  until  the  strike  was  declared 
off.  That  he  does  not  remember  the  day  when  the  strike  was 
declared  off,  but  he  thinks  it  was  the  25th  day  of  July.  He  at- 
tended a  meeting  of  the  American  Railway  Union  on  the  26tli 
of  June.  There  was  a  message  read  from  E.  V.  Debs,  de- 
claring a  boycott  on  Pullman  cars.  The  union  took  action 
on  the  matter,  and  declared  a  boycott  Was  in  Truckee 
when  the  strike  was  ordered.    First  heard  of  it  about  6 :  30 
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in  the  morning.  "  The  train  master  asked  the  crew  if  they 
would  go  out  on  No.  20.  They  told  him,  *  Yes.'  After  he 
[the  train  master]  left,  seven  or  eight  men  came  in,  and 
told  us  there  was  a  strike  ordered,  and  had  not  better  go. 
Well,  we  did  not  go."  Douglass  admits  having  received 
and  sent  a  number  of  dispatches  during  the  strike. 

BEGINNINO  OF  THB  STBIKB  AT  OAKIiAND. 

Thomas  J.  Eoberts,  a  witness  for  the  defendants,  testified 
that  he  resided  in  West  Oakland ;  that  he  had  been  employed 
for  six  years  as  a  locomotive  engineer  for  the  Southern  Pa- 
cific Company;  that  he  was  president  of  local  union  No.  310, 
of  the  American  Railway  Union,  which  was  organized  in 
May,  1894;  that  the  first  he  knew  of  any  trouble  was  a 
communication  he  received  from  Mr.  Worden,  who  was  dele- 
gate to  the  convention  in  Chicago.    He  says : 

••  I  received  a  letter  from  him  stating  that  the  Pulhnan  boycott  had 
been  declared,  to  take  effect  in  five  days,  unless  the  trouble  between 
the  Pullman  Ck)mpany  and  their  employes  was  settled.  On  the  same 
day  a  telegram  was  read  in  our  meeting — ^that  was  Tuesday,  June 
26th — from  the  president  of  our  general  union,  saying,  'Pullman 
boycott  in  effect  to-day  noon,  by  order  of  convention.' " 

He  further  says: 

"It  was  the  evening  before  we  received  the  telegram,  and,  that 
being  our  regular  meeting  night,  the  secretary  held  the  telegram  until 
the  meeting  opened;  and  after  the  meeting  had  opened,  and  we  got 
through  with  our  preliminary  woric,  the  telegram  was  read,  and  the 
matter  was  discussed,  and  I  think  the  telegram  said  the  Pullman  boy- 
cott was  in  effect  that  day  at  noon.  Still  we  did  not  want  to  take  any 
snap  Judgment  on  the  company,  and  we  decided  not  to  put  it  into 
effect  until  12  o'clock  the  following  day,  June  27th.  That  would  be 
Wednesday.  A  motion  was  put  and  carried  to  that  effect,  and  our 
secretary  was  instructed  to  notify  the  Southern  Pacific  officials  that 
after  Wednesday,  June  27th,  at  noon,  we  would  not  handle  any  Pull- 
man cars,  or  do  any  Pullman  work." 

Continuing,  the  witness  testified : 

**  June  27th  the  boycott  took  effect,  at  noon.  That  afternoon  we  had 
some  trouble  in  the  passenger  yard  where  I  was  employed.  Some  of 
the  boys  that  were  cleaning  cars  were  instructed  by  some  foreman 
that  they  were  working  under  to  clean  some  certain  Pullman  cars,  and 
they  refused  to  do  so.  They  told  him  that  they  belonged  to  the  Ameri- 
can Railway  Union,  and  that  there  was  a  boycott  in  effect,  and  that 
they  could  not  clean  the  Pullman  cars.  He  told  them  that  if  they  did 
not  want  to  do  that  there  was  nothing  else  for  them  to  do,  and  that 
they  could  go  home." 

The  men  were  reinstated  at  his  request.    They  went  on 

with  their  customary  work.    The  strike  was  to  take  effect 
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the  morning  of  the  29th,  at  12 :80.  It  was  for  the  reinstate- 
ment of  the  men  who  had  [728]  been  discharged.  By 
"  strike,"  he  means  that  the  men  were  all  to  withdraw  from 
the  service  of  the  company,  and  refuse  to  work.  In  case  the 
men  were  reinstated,  they  would  be  returned  to  work.  By 
"  the  men,"  he  means  the  strikers.  There  was  no  resolution. 
That  was  the  understanding, — ^his  understanding.  The  sec- 
retary was  instructed  to  notify  all  the  imions  on  this  system, 
or  in  this  state ;  he  is  not  sure  which.  All  the  action  that  was 
taken  was  that  they  advised  the  men  to  try  and  keep  men 
from  going  to  work  and  taking  their  places;  to  persuade 
those  that  were  at  work  to  quit.  "  Tie  up  "  is  all  railroad 
phrase.  It  means  to  cease  work.  It  is  used  by  officials  and 
train  dispatchers.  Perhaps  a  train  at  Port  Costa  may  get 
orders,  "  Train  No.  18  will  tie  up  at  Tracy."  That  means 
that  they  will  not  go  any  further. 

The  witness  was  shown  a  number  of  telegrams,  among 
others  the  following,  which  he  admits  having  sent: 

"West  Oakland,  Cala.,  June  28,  1894.  To  F.  P.  Sargent,  Terre 
Haute:  Firemen's  lodge  here  indorsed  Pullman  boycott  Will  not 
handle  their  cars.    T.  J.  Roberts." 

•'  Oakland,  Cal.,  June  30,  1894.  To  W.  H.  Russell,  Secretary  B.  B. 
T.,  Bakersfield,  Cal. :  What  is  situation?  Define  position  of  B.  R.  T. 
T.  J.  Roberts." 

"Oakland,  Cal.,  June  30,  1894.  To  H.  A.  Knox.  A.  R.  U.,  Sacra- 
mento. Cal. :  No  troops  sent  out  from  here.    T.  J.  Roberts." 

"Oakland,  Cal.,  June  29,  1894.  To  B.  H.  Leon,  San  Jos§,  Cal.: 
Firemen  out  here.    Do  not  work.    Come  home.    T.  J.  Roberts." 

"West  Oakland,  July  14,  1894.  To  F.  P.  Sargent,  Terre  Haute, 
Ind. :  Authorized  American  Railway  Union  strike  here.  Shall  B.  L. 
F.  men  work  during  strike?    T.  J.  Roberts." 

"  West  Oakland,  July  18,  1894.  To  F.  B.  Porter,  Reno,  Nev. :  Solid 
here.    Do  not  waver.    Victory  is  ours.    T.  J.  Roberts." 

He  was  in  frequent  correspondence  with  the  officers  of  dif- 
ferent lodges  of  the  American  Railway  Union  throughout 
the  state,  and  in  some  instances  with  the  American  Railway 
Union  headquarters  at  Chicago,  during  the  strike.  Does 
not  know  particularly  that  he  sent  them  by  virtue  of  his 
official  position  as  president  of  the  American  Railway  Union 
in  Oakland.  It  was  merely  for  information.  The  union 
sent  a  great  many  official  notifications  of  the  strike  through- 
out the  state.  He  did  not.  The  secretary  sent  them.  The 
imion  ordered  the  secretary  to  notify  the  different  local 
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unions  in  the  state  of  the  strike  here.  They  had  no  authority 
to  send  them  in  his  name.  They  related  to  the  strike.  He 
got  some  messages  from  Knox,  of  Sacramento,  and  sent  him 
some. 

6.  D.  Bishop,  called  for  the  defense,  testifies  that  he  was 
the  secretary  of  the  American  Bailway  Union  at  Oakland. 
The  secretary  was  instructed,  the  night  of  the  boycott,  to 
notify  other  unions  in  reference  to  the  boycott. 

BEGINNING  OF  THE  STRIKE  AT  RED  BLUFF,  TRUCKEE,  AND  DUNS- 

MUIR. 

John  Kelly  testified,  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  govern- 
ment, that  he  went  out  on  strike  on  June  28th  or  29th;  that 
he  had  been  a  fireman  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Company; 
that  he  went  out  at  Bed  Bluff;  that  he  was  a  member  of  the 
American  Railway  Union ;  that  that  had  to  do  with  his  going 
out  on  a  strike. 

J.  P.  Heaney,  a  witness  called  for  the  defendants,  states 
that  he  [729]  went  to  Eed  Bluff  from  Sacramento  on  June 
28th ;  that  he  lived  at  Sacramento,  and  belonged  to  the  Sac- 
ramento lodge  of  the  American  Railway  Union ;  that  he  had 
been  braking  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Company;  that  there 
was  no  American  Railway  Union  organization  at  Red  Bluff. 
He  testifies  as  to  being  advised  of  the  strike  by  a  telegram 
from  Mr.  Knox ;  that  he  had  asked  Mr.  Knox  if  there  was  a 
strike  ordered,  and  the  latter  had  replied,  "Yes,  there  is  a 
general  strike  ordered  by  Eugene  V.  Debs."  The  witness 
states  that  he  was  appointed  chairman  of  a  committee  at  Red 
Bluff.  The  committee  were  composed  of  railroad  employes 
who  had  struck.  Although  the  witness  is  very  imcertain  as 
to  the  purpose  of  the  meetings,  and  the  appointment  of  the 
committee  of  which  he  was  chairman,  he  admits  that  at  least 
one  of  its  objects  t^as  in  order  that  there  might  be  some  au- 
thorized person  to  receive  and  send  dispatches  for  tjie  men 
out  on  strike  at  other  points,  and  be  a  channel  of  communi- 
cation between  Mr.  Knox  and  the  men  at  Red  Bluff.  He 
received  quite  a  number  of  dispatches  from  Mr.  Knox,  and 
from  other  places.  Although  Heaney  admits  having  re- 
ceived a  great  many  telegrams,  his  recollection  as  to  their 
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contents  is  extremely  vague.    But  one  of  these  telegrams  was 
introduced  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution.    It  is  as  foUows: 

**8:15  p.  m.,  Jaly  8/94.  Red  Bluff,  Gal.  Received  at  Sacramento, 
Cal.  Jack  Heaney:  Trains  switched  by  offlclaL  Goaches  detained 
by  three  thousand  people.    H.  A.  Knox." 

One  from  Heaney  reads  as  follows: 

*'Red  Bluff,  Cal.,  July  2,  '94.  H.  A.  Knox,  Sacramento,  Gal.: 
Shall  we  let  Adams,  engineer  that  brought  No.  15  In,  go  bade  with 
Mrs.  Stanford's  special?    He  has  no  fireman.    Heaney." 

The  foUowing  is  a  telegram  from  Dunsmuir,  purporting 
to  be  signed  by  M.  C.  Boberts: 

"Dunsmnlr,  Gal.,  June  28th,  1894.  H.  A.  Knox,  S.  P.  Depot,  Sac- 
ramento, Gal:  Has  Portland  boycotted  Pullman?  Answer.  M.  O. 
Roberts." 

Mr.  Knox  replied: 

"Sacramento,  Gal.,  June  28,  '94.  M.  G.  Roberts,  Dunsmuir,  OaL: 
Don't  know.    But  if  any,  you  hold.    H.  A.  Knox." 

From  Truckee  comes  the  following  telegram : 

"  Truckee,  Gal.,  July  4,  1894.  H.  A.  Knox,  Sac :  Do  you  still  want 
us?    Train  on  mail  line  ready  to  go.    G.  B.  McGlintock." 

Mr.  Knox  replied : 

"  July  4,  1804.  To  G.  B.  McGlintock,  Truckee,  Gal. :  Come  without 
faU ;  coming  from  all  points.    H.  A.  Knox." 

The  following  telegram  purports  to  have  been  sent  by 
F.  H.  Almus  to  Mr.  Knox: 

"Summit,  Gal.,  June  30/4.  Harry  Knox,  Chairman  of  A.  R.  U. 
Committee,  Sac.:  Will  I  continue  service  on  work  train  or  not? 
Answer.    F.  H.  Almus." 

Almus  testified  for  the  defendants,  and  stated  that  he  was 
a  member  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  Knox's  reply 
is  as  follows : 

*'  June  30,  1894.  To  F.  Almus,  Summit,  Gal. :  No.  Stop  at  once. 
H.  A.  Knox." 

[730]  The  following  telegrams  are  from  Los  Angeles, 
signed  by  W.  H.  Clune : 

"  June  27/4.  Los  Angeles.  Gal.  G.  D.  Bishop,  Secretary  A.  R.  U. 
810,  W.  Oakland,  Gala.:  Stand  firm.  Will  boycott  at  Los  Angeles 
this  p.  UL    W.  H.  Clune,  Sect  No.  Bighty." 
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**  L.  A.  7A  188^    To  T.  J.  Roberts,  Prest  A.  R.  U.,  Oakland,  Cal. : 

Resolutions  in  press  is  fake.  Ont  of  one  hundred  engineers  here, 
ninety-seven  are  with  us  to  till  the  end.  Trainmen,  firemen,  carmen, 
shopmen,  section  and  bridge  men, — solid.    W.  H.  Olune,  Secty.'* 

STRIKE  IN  SAN  FBANdSOO  BY  A.  IL  U.  LODGE  845. 

It  is  admited  by  the  defense  that  the  defendants  John 
Mayne  and  John  Cassidy  were  members  of  this  lodge  at  the 
time  of  the  strike.  Kice  and  Clark,  the  two  other  defend- 
ants charged  in  the  indictment,  but  who  are  not  on  trial, 
were  also  members  of  the  same  lodge.  Charles  Ault,  called 
for  the  government,  testified :  That  he  was  a  member  of  the 
American  Railway  Union.  That  the  nmnber  of  his  lodge 
was  845,  San  Francisco.  It  was  the  same  lodge  to  which  the 
defendants  belonged.  One  Bradley  was  president,  and 
another  person,  by  the  name  of  Elliott,  was  on  the  executive 
committee.  This  lodge  went  out  on  the  strike,  as  a  body,  on 
June  29th, — the  night  of  June  29th.  It  also  appeared  from 
the  testimony  of  H.  J.  Bederman,  a  witness  for  defendants, 
that  one  J.  E.  Biordan  was  its  secretary.  McClintock  was 
also  a  member  of  this  lodge.  The  purpose  which  prompted 
the  lodge  to  join  the  strike  is  stated  by  the  testimony  as  fol- 
lows :  T.  J.  Roberts,  president  of  the  Oakland  lodge,  Ameri- 
can Railway  Union,  testified  that  the  union  of  which  he  was 
president  authorized  the  secretary  to  send  telegrams  to  dif- 
ferent unions,  as  follows : 

"American  Railway  Union  three  hundred  ten  declared  strike.  Takes 
effect  twelve  thirty  a.  m.  to-day." 

A  telegram  to  this  effect  was  sent  to  the  lodge  in  San 
Francisco: 

**  Oakland,  GaUf.,  June  29,  1894.  J.  B.  Riordan,  118  Sixth  St, 
Room  71,  S.  F.:  American  Railway  Union  three  hundred  ten  has  de- 
clared strike.  Takes  effect  twelve  thirty  a.  m.  to-day.  T.  J.  Roberts, 
President 

Mr.  Boberts,  when  examined,  said  that  he  had  not  per- 
sonally authorized  the  sending  of  telegrams  of  such  purport, 
and  Imew  nothing  about  them.  Some  21  others  of  a  similar 
character  were  sent  to  different  places. 

Mr.  Bishop,  the  secretary  of  the  same  organization,  tes- 
tified that  these  telegrams  were  sent  out  by  direction  of  the 
union.    They  were  authorized  by  the  union.    It  will  be 
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noticed  that  the  dispatch  claimed  by  the  government  to  have 

been  sent  to  Kiordan,  of  the  San  Francisco  union,  of  which 

the  defendants  were  members,  is  practically  to  the  same  effect 

This  witness  acknowledged  receiving  the  following  telegram, 

purporting  to  come  from  J.  E.  Riordan : 

"  San  Francisco,  June  30,  1904.  Q.  D.  Bisbop,  Oakland :  Committee 
out  on  organization  Narrow  Gauge.  Your  assistance  required.  J.  SL 
Riordan.'* 

He  testified  that  he  authorized  the  sending  of  the  following 

telegram  to  J.  E.  Eiordan  on  June  30, 1894: 

"Oaljland,  Cal.,  June  30th,  1894.  To  J.  E.  Riordan,  118  6tli  St, 
S.  F. :  Will  send  men  at  once  to  confer  with  you.    G.  D.  Bishop,  Sec** 

[731]  H.  J.  Bederman,  a  witness  called  for  the  defend- 
ants, and  employed  as  a  switchman  by  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company  last  spring,  testifies,  substantially,  that  he  be- 
longed to  Lodge  345,  San  Francisco,  of  the  American  Rail- 
way Union;  that  the  defendants  belong  to  the  same  lodge; 
that  the  occasion  of  the  strike  by  his  union  was  on  account 
of  some  of  the  members  being  discharged  for  not  handling 
Pullman  cars;  that  an  executive  and  press  committee  was 
appointed;  that  the  executive  had  charge  of  almost  every- 
thing concerning  the  strike  of  the  men;  that  most  of  the  men 
belonging  to  his  imion  worked  on  the  Coast  Division;  that 
the  committees  were  appointed  on  the  evening  of  June  29th; 
that  all  the  power  regarding  the  strike  was  delegated  to  the 
executive  committee,  so  that  this  committee  had  charge  of 
the  strike;  did  not  seem  inconsistent  to  him  in  striking  on 
a  division  where  there  were  no  Pullman  cars ;  not  a  question 
of  sympathy;  they  were  members  of  the  union;  they  were 
supposed  to  do  what  was  right  by  every  member;  if  one 
was  discharged  for  a  cause  he  was  not  guilty  of,  they  would 
try  and  protect  him;  the  union  protected  them;  Mr.  Riordan 
was  secretary  of  the  union. 

George  Elliott  testified,  on  being  called  as  a^  witness  for 
the  defendants,  that  he  was  a  foreman  switchman  in  the  pas- 
senger yards  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  at  Fourth  and 
Townsend  streets;  that  he  joined  the  American  Railway 
Union  (Lodge  345,  San  Francisco)  on  the  night  of  the  29th 
of  June,  or  the  30th ;  that  he  became  chairman  of  the  execu- 
tive committee;  that  this  committee  were  to  do  everything 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


UNITED  STATES  V.  GASSIDY.  498 

Charge  to  the  Jury. 

that  was  to  be  done  in  connection  with  the  strike;  they  had 
full  power;  the  question  of  Pullman  cars  never,  to  his  Imowl- 
edge,  came  up;  they  struck  for  the  reinstatement  of  em- 
ployfe  that  had  been  discharged.  On  cross-examination 
he  states  that  he  struck  because  of  the  discharged  em- 
ployes; he  believes  some  were  discharged  in  Los  Angeles, 
and  some  in  Sacramento;  simply  struck  to  see  justice  done. 
On  redirect  examination,  he  said  that  he  first  got  some  in- 
formation about  the  strike  from  Mr.  Bederman;  that  he 
believes  that  Bederman  read  a  message  to  him;  he  doesn't 
know  whether  it  came  from  Oakland  or  Sacramento. 

Edward  F.  Gerald,  a  witness  called  for  the  government, 
gave  testimony  tending  to  prove  the  handwriting  of  Mr. 
Kiordan.  He  states,  respecting  the  following  telegrams, 
that  he  "  thinks  they  are  all  Mr.  Riordan's  signatures  ": 

'*  San  Fransisco,  6/29,  1894.  To  Chas.  B.  Bradley,  Engineer  S.  P. 
Co.,  Pajaro:  Strike  ordered  to^ay  noon.  Let  trains  come  north. 
Notify  San  Jos6  and  along  the  line.    J,  E.  Riordan." 

"June  29,  1894.  F.  Glllett,  San  Luis  Obispo,  S.  P.  Co.  Caboose: 
Strilie  ordered  immediately.  Tie  up  everything.  J.  B.  Riordan, 
Secretary^  345,  A.  R.  U." 

"  June  29,  1894.  C.  BX  Bradley,  Tres  Pinos,  S.  P.  Co. :  Strike  or- 
dered immediately.  Tie  up  everything.  J.  B.  Riordan,  Secretary 
i^345  A.  R«  U." 

"June  29,  1894.  A.  E.  Pratt,  Pacific  Grove,  S.  P.  Co.:  Strike  or- 
dered Immediately.  Tie  up  everything.  J.  B.  Riordan,  Secretary 
*345,  A.  R.  U." 

"June  29,  1894.  B.  B.  Stanwood,  CastroviUe  Station,  S.  P.  Co.: 
Strike  ordered  immediately.  Tie  up  everything.  J.  E.  Riordan,  Sec- 
retary #345,  A.  R.  U." 

"June  29,  1894.  G.  W.  Gillett,  Aptos,  S.  P.  Co.:  Strike  ordered 
inunediately.  Tie  up  everything.  J.  B.  Riordan,  Secretary  #845, 
A.  R.  U." 

[732]  "F.  W.  Clark,  Pac.  Grove:  Greer  O.  K.  Keep  on  good  work. 
Tie  up  strong.    J.  B.  Riordan." 

"  San  Francisco,  6-30,  1894.  G.  D.  Bishop,  Oakland  Yard  S.  P.  Co. 
Committee  out  on  organizing  Narrow  Gauge.  Your  assistance  re- 
quired.   J.  B.  Riordan." 

It  is  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  the  fol- 
lowing telegrams  were  signed  by  George  Elliott,  although, 
when  the  latter  was  cross-examined,  he  could  not  recollect  as 
to  whether  he  signed  some  of  them,  and  denied  that  he  signed 
others.    The  witness  J.  E.  Dillon  identified  his  handwriting. 

"  San  Fran.,  7/1, 1894.  To  R.  Gillett,  Aptos.  Cal. :  Not  a  wheel  turn- 
ing hetween  here  and  Chicago.  It  is  our  fight  sure.  Will  keep  you 
posted.    George  Elliott,  Chairman.*' 

"7A  18^    ^  ^  Stanwood,  CastroviUe  Station:  Everything  Is 
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coming  our  way.  Not  a  wheel  moving  between  here  and  Chicago. 
Victory  is  certain.    George  Elliott,  Chairman  A.  R.  U." 

"7/2,  1894.  To  Ed  Pratt,  Pacific  Grove:  We  are  gaining  strength 
rapidly.  The  fight  is  ours.  Everything  is  coming  our  way.  George 
Elliott,  Chairman  A.  R.  U." 

"  San  Fran.,  7/3,  1804.  To  R.  W.  Glllett,  Aptos :  No,  sir.  Allowing 
no  trains  to  run  we  can  help.    Geo.  Elliott,  Chairman." 

"  San  Francisco,  7/3,  1894.  To  J.  Morehead,  Pacific  Grove :  No,  sir. 
Out  to  win,  and  going  to.  Will  advise  when  settled.  George  Elliott, 
Chairman." 

"  7A  1894.  To  W.  H.  French,  Aptos :  You  are  all  In  to  clear.  Eu- 
gene V.  Debs  wires  giving  you  full  protection.  Tie  up  everything  at 
once.    George  Elliott,  Chairman." 

"  7A  1894.  To  J.  M.  Smith,  Tres  Plnos:  Fight  is  ours,  and  win  we 
must    George  Elliott,  Chairman  A.  R.  U." 

"  7/3,  1894.  To  W.  Johnson,  San  Jos6,  Care  Eureka  Hotel :  Do  not 
move.    Committee  will  see  you  to-morrow  morning.    George  Elliott" 

"7/8,  1894.  To  F.  W.  Glllett,  San  Luis  Obispo:  You  are  a  brick. 
Debs  wires  that  we  will  win.    George  Elliott" 

I  have  now  directed  your  attention  to  some  of  the  testi- 
mony that  tends  to  show  the  conmiimications  that  passed  be- 
tween the  various  lodges  of  the  American  Railway  Union 
and  their  members  concerning  the  boycott  and  strike,  and  the 
concert  of  action  that  was  had  in  pursuance  of  such  com- 
munications. I  have  also  called  your  attention  to  some  of 
the  statements  of  Knox  and  others  as  to  the  purpose  of  the 
boycott  and  strike,  and  the  purpose  they  had  in  view  in 
taking  the  action  they  did.  To  review  all  the  testimony  in 
the  case  bearing  on  this  point  would  take  too  much  time,  and 
will  not  be  necessary,  in  view  of  the  argument  of  counsel  for 
the  defendants,  who  admits  the  concert  of  action  claimed  by 
the  government,  but  denies  that  it  involved  a  criminal  pur- 
pose. With  respect  to  these  telegrams,  and  the  testimony  I 
have  referred  to  in  connection  therewith,  you  will  bear  in 
mind  that  many  of  them  have  been  admitted  in  evidence  with 
the  consent  of  counsel  for  defendants;  the  genuineness  of 
others  has  been  denied ;  and  the  testimony  as  to  still  others 
is,  by  reason  of  the  contradictory  nature  of  the  testimony, 
involved  in  more  or  less  uncertainty.  As  you  are  the  sole 
judges  of  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses,  and  of  all  the  evi- 
dence introduced  in  the  case,  whether  it  be  oral  or  written  or 
documentary,  you  will  determine  the  genuineness  of  such  of 
these  telegrams  as  are  in  controversy,  and  this  you  will  do 
from  all  the  circumstances  in  the  case.  In  passing  upon  the 
telegrams  not  admitted  as  genuine,  you  will  be  justified  in 
resortinfi:  to  all  [733]  those  facts  and  circumstances  in  the 
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case  which  will  tend  to  establish  their  genuineness,  or,  on  the 
other  hand,  serve  to  show  their  want  of  genuineness.  For 
example,  you  may  consider  the  occasions  and  occurrences  to 
which  the  telegrams  purport  to  relate;  whether  they  would 
have  been  sent,  but  for  such  occurrences;  the  relation  they 
bear  to  the  events  which  you  may  deem  the  evidence  estab- 
lishes to  your  satisfaction,  and  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt; 
their  tenor  and  subject-matter;  the  fact  that  the  sender  or  the 
recipient,  as  the  case  might  be,  was  connected  with  the 
American  Railway  Union.  In  fact,  all  those  circumstances 
and  incidents  which  may  be  rationaUy  and  naturally  con- 
nected may  be  considered  by  you  in  passing  upon  their  au- 
thenticity, and  the  probability  of  their  having  been  sent  and 
received  by  the  parties  whose  names  appear  upon  said  mes- 
sages. The  importance  and  materiality  of  these  telegrams 
as  showing,  or  tending  to  show,  that  the  conspiracy  charged 
in  the  indictment  did  in  fact  exist,  is  for  you  to  determine. 
There  are  two  important  facte,  however,  to  which  it  is  proper 
for  the  court  to  call  your  attention,  in  your  consideration  of 
this  question,  and  these  are  that  most,  if  not  all,  of  these  tele- 
grams were  sent,  or  purport  to  have  been  sent, — whether  they 
were  or  not  is,  as  I  have  steted,  for  you  to  determine, — ^by  and 
to  members  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  and  in  the 
greater  number  of  instences  by  those  in  authority  in  that  or- 
ganization, and  who  the  testimony  I  have  referred  to,  and 
other  evidence  adduced  during  the  trial,  tends  to  show  were 
actively  concerned  in  the  strike,  and  took  part  in  it  with  the 
avowed  purpose  of  preventing  the  movement  of  all  Pullman 
cars.  Ajiother  significant  circumstance,  to  which  I  call  your 
attention,  is  that  you  are  to  consider  whether  these  telegrams 
related  to  any  of  the  facte  charged  in  the  indictment  as  con- 
stituting the  conspiracy  to  commit  the  acte  with  which  these 
def  endante  are  accused,  and  whether  they  had  any  bearing  or 
connection  in  any  way  with  the  acte  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment as  means  to  effect  the  object  of  the  conspiracy,  and  with 
reference  to  which — or  some  of  which — acte  the  prosecution 
has  introduced  evidence  showing,  or  tending  to  show,  the 
conspiracy  and  overt  acte,  and  the  connection  of  these  de- 
fendante  with  such  conspiracy  and  acts.  If  you  are  satisfied 
from  the  evidence  that  these  messages  related  to,  formed  a 
10870*— S.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 32 
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part  of,  or  had  any  bearing  upon  the  object  of  the  conspinK^, 
and  the  means  to  effectuate  such  object,  charged  in  the  indict- 
ment, and  the  overt  acts  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in 
furtherance  of  such  conspiracy,  it  is  a  circumstance  which 
you  may  consider  in  determining  the  existence  of  such  ccm* 
spiracy.  You  will  consider  whether  they  establish,  or  tend 
to  establish,  the  concert  or  purpose  and  action  which  consti- 
tute important  elements  in  this  case  as  to  the  existence  of 
the  conspiracy  charged;  particularly,  where  a  number  of  tele- 
grams of  similar  purport  and  tenor  are  sent  to  different 
places  at  or  about  the  same  time,  and  all  proceeding,  or  pur- 
porting to  proceed,  from  the  same  person  or  local  lodge  of 
the  American  Railway  Union.  Thus,  the  telegrams  sent  by 
Knox,  who,  as  testified  to,  was  chairman  of  the  mediation 
committee  at  Sacramento,  [734]  and  whose  jurisdiction  as 
such  extended  over  a  good  part  of  the  Pacific  coast,  or  of 
Boberts,  the  president  of  the  Oakland  lodge  or  union,  or  of 
Bishop,  its  secretary,  or  of  Douglass,  Vice,  Elliott,  Kiordan, 
and  such  others  as  the  evidence  shows,  or  tends  to  show,  sent 
telegrams  of  the  same  general  character,  these  persons  being 
officially  connected  with  the  American  Railway  Union, — 
whether  these  show,  or  tend  to  establish,  a  unity  of  design,  a 
community  of  purpose,  an  express  or  tadt  understanding  to 
do  the  acts  charged  in  the  indictment 

It  is  claimed  by  the  defendants  thatj  while  there  may 
have  been  some  concert  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  American  Railway  Union  with  respect  to  the 
boycott  and  strike,  the  purpose  of  such  concerted  action  was 
merely  to  advise  members  of  that  organization  to  quit  work 
until  the  controversy  between  Pullman  and  his  employes 
should  be  settled.  As  I  have  explained  to  you  before,  even 
this  purpose  would  become  a  criminal  conspiracy,  if  the 
concerted  action  were  knowingly  and  willfully  directed,  by 
the  parties  to  it,  for  the  purpose  of  obstucting  and  retarding 
the  passage  of  the  mails  of  the  United  States,  or  in  re- 
straint of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states. 
The  government  claims,  however,  that  the  concerted  action 
on  the  part  of  the  American  Railway  Union  had  some- 
thing more  to  it  than  merely  advising  its  members  to  quit 
work.    It  is  claimed  that  Uie  language  of  the  telegrams, 
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to  which  reference  has  been  made,  indicates  that  it  was 
the  purpose  of  the  strikers  to  prevent  the  movement  of 
railway  trains  belonging  to  the  Southern  Pacific  CJompany, 
by  actual  and  unlawful  obstruction;  and  in  this  connecticm 
the  question  will  arise  in  your  minds,  if  these  telegrams 
were  intended  merely  to  advise  members  of  the  American 
Railway  Union  to  quit  the  service  of  the  company,  why 
did  they  not  so  state  that  purpose  in  plain  language?  It 
would  have  been  an  easy  thing  to  have  said,  "We  advise 
you  to  quit  work."  Why,  then,  telegraph  such  instructions 
as  these, — ^if  these  telegrams  were  sent:  "  Stop  all  Pullman 
sleepers.''  "Tie  up  everything."  "Hold  Nos.  4  and  2 
sure."  "Tie  up  strong."  Furthermore,  if  it  were  simply 
the  purpose  of  the  American  Railway  Union  to  advise  its 
members  to  quit  work,  why  did  Mr.  Knox  use  this  language 
in  his  statement  of  the  situation  to  the  Citizens'  Protective 
Association  of  Sacramento  on  July  7th,  last?  "Mr.  Knox 
then  stated  that  he  would  allow  the  mail  and  express  to 
be  moved,  but  that  no  passenger  or  freight  cars  of  any 
kind  or  description  would  he  consent  to  have  moved  until 
such  time  as  the  demand  he  made  had  been  complied  with." 
Why  did  Mr.  Mullen,  on  the  same  occasion,  say  "  that  this 
was  a  fight  between  capital  and  labor,  and  that  from  the 
chief  justice  of  the  United  States,  down  through  all  the 
branches — ^judicial  and  legislative  departments — of  the  gov- 
ernment, they  were  corrupt,  and  that  labor  could  not  get 
its  just  dues,  and  that  his  association  had  taken  this  way 
of  forcing  justice  to  assist  their  fellow  men  in  obtaining 
for  honest  labor  a  proper  compensation"?  And  why  did 
Mr.  Compton,  at  the  same  time,  say  "that  the  A.  R.  U. 
organization  would  not  resoit  to  any  desperate  means,  so 
long  as  the  railroad  company  would  deal  [785]  with  them 
without  using  armed  force"?  Was  this  language  used  on 
those  occasions  consistent  with  the  peaceful  and  lawful  meth- 
ods of  procedure  now  claimed  by  Mr.  Knox  to  have  been 
the  purpose  and  action  of  the  members  of  the  American  Rail- 
way Union  during  the  period  of  the  strike? 

But  it  is  claimed  by  the  prosecution  that  the  purpose  of 
the  strikers  to  interpose  actual  and  unlawful  obstructions 
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to  the  movement  of  railway  trains,  both  passenger  and 
freight,  is  further  shown  by  certain  acts  alleged  in  the 
indictment  and  concerning  which  testimony  has  been  intro- 
duced. I  will  therefore  now  direct  your  attention  to  that 
feature  of  the  case. 

One  of  the  means  alleged,  in  the  indictment,  that  was 
adopted  to  promote,  carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the 
conspiracy,  was  (1)  that  the  conspirators  were  to  "  forcibly 
take  and  keep  possession  and  control  of  all  yards,  depots, 
tracks,  and  trains  of  cars  on  said  lines  of  railway  and  to 
forcibly  hold  and  detain  the  same." 

SACRAMENTO. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  what  occurred  at  Sacra- 
mento, and  it  is  claimed  tihat  it  tends  to  prove  the  feature  of 
the  charge  now  under  consideration : 

Felix  Tracy,  agent  of  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  at  Sacra- 
mento, called  for  the  government,  testifies  on  direct  examina- 
tion tiiat:  On  the  27th  of  June,  train  No.  84,  which  ran 
from  Sacramento  to  San  Francisco  by  the  way  of  Stockton, 
on  which  the  express  was,  was  held  in  Sacramento,  and  not 
sent  out.  The  main  office  in  Sacramento  was  at  Sixth  and 
K.  He  went  down  to  the  depot  office  to  ascertain  why  it  was 
not  sent  out  He  ascertained  that  the  train  was  not  going  out, 
and  that  the  express  was  held  there.  The  express  was 
taken  out  of  the  train  and  held  until  they  could  send  it  away 
by  different  modes  of  conveyance.  The  express  matter  was 
destined  for  points  between  Sacramento  and  San  Francisco, 
also  Los  Angeles;  and  matter  for  New  Orleans  also  goes  out 
on  that  train,  connecting  at  Lathrop  or  Tracy.  He  could 
not  tell  positively  whether  there  was  or  not  any  express 
matter  on  that  train  for  New  Orleans  without  examining  the 
record.  On  the  morning  of  the  29th,  the  express  on  train 
No.  4,  which  is  the  overland  train  from  the  East  by  the  way 
of  Ogden,  was  held  at  Sacramento,  and  he  transferred  the 
express  from  this  train  to  the  steamer.  Sent  it  from  Sacra- 
mento; that  is,  that  portion  of  it  for  San  Francisoo,  down 
on  the  steamer  from  Sacramento.  This  train  was  held  at 
Sacramento  about  10  o'clock  in  the  morning.    His  reool- 
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lection  is  that  there  was  s(Hne  freight  or  express  matter  on 
this  train  from  New  York  for  one  place.  The  witness  thus 
relates  the  manner  in  which  he  transferred  this  express: 

**  I  saw  that  the  train  was  held  there  and  not  moyed.  I  saw  a  large 
crowd  there,  and  the  time  for  the  steamer  to  leaye  Sacramento  was 
abont  ten  o'clock ;  that  is,  the  regular  time.  I  was  satisfied,  if  I  was 
going  to  get  that  express  to  San  Francisco,  that  I  must  act  very 
quickly.  I  did  not  know  whether  the  steamer  would  be  per- 
mitted to  leave,  or  whether  I  would  be  permitted  to  transfer 
the  express  from  this  car  to  the  steamer.  Consequently  I  ordered  two 
wagons— tlie  large  two-horse  wagon  and  the  single  wagon— to  [786]  the 
express  car,  with  the  idea  that  we  might  carry  that  express  up  to  6th 
and  K.  ^  *  *  I  did  not  tell  only  one  or  two  employ^.  I  did  not 
state  to  them  what  I  was  going  to  do.  We  loaded  it  in  as  quick  as 
we  could,  and  took  the  express  oyer  to  the  steamer,  and  transferred  it 
to  the  steamer.  There  was  a  great  deal  of  excitement  both  at  the 
depot  and  the  steamer  landing.  I  heard  men  at  the  steamboat  landing 
ask  the  employes  of  the  steamer  not  to  go  out 

The  witness  farther  states:  That  a  train  which  left  San 
Francisco  on  the  28th  of  June  was  delayed  at  Rocklin.  He 
sent  up  several  days  afterwards,  and  had  the  express  brought 
back  to  Sacramento,  and  he  saw  himself  that  there  was  ex- 
press there  going  to  Ogden,  and  east  of  that,  from  San  Fran- 
cisco and  other  points.  He  saw  the  waybills.  With  refer- 
ence to  the  detention  of  train  No.  84  on  the  27th  of  June,  as 
testified  to  above  by  Tracy,  Mr.  Knox  gives  the  following 
version  of  the  cause  of  its  detention,  which  I  have  heretofore 
referred  to  in  another  connection :  He  states  that  there  was  a 
train  due  to  leave  there  at  10:26,  known  as  No.  84.  They 
asked  the  switchmen  not  to  handle  the  Pullman  car,  because 
it  was  empty,  and  it  was  not  necessary  for  it  to  go.  They 
thought  it  was  proper  to  boycott  the  empty  Pullmans.  They 
refused  to  put  Pullman  cars  on.  That  train  stood  there  until 
leaving  time.  Then  it  started  to  pull  out,  and  perhaps  pulled 
four  or  five  car  lengths  out,  and  some  one  ran  down  out  of 
the  office  and  turned  the  plug  on  the  hind  end  of  the  air  hose, 
and  stopped  the  train.  She  was  backed  up  to  the  depot,  and 
stood  there  for  a  couple  of  weeks.  As  to  the  detention  of 
train  No.  4  on  the  29th,  Mr.  Elnox  testifies,  in  substance,  that 
Mr.  Saulpaugh,  the  engineer,  declined  to  go  out  on  the  train, 
and  that  the  fireman  also  refused  to  go  with  the  Pullman  cars, 
and  that  this  was  the  cause  of  its  not  going  out. 

Barry  Baldwin,  United  States  marshal,  who  was  at  Sacra- 
mento from  the  1st  of  July  until  the  middle  of  August,  called 
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for  the  United  States,  testified,  on  direct  examination,  upon 
being  asked  in  what  condition  the  tracks  and  the  cars  and 
engines  in  and  about  the  depot  at  Sacramento  were  on  the 
evening  of  Sunday,  July  1st,  that  they  were  in  great  disorder. 
Engines  were  driven  head  to  in  places,  and  wheels  blocked, 
and  obstructions — cars — ^placed  across  the  tracks.  The  cars 
were  placed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  impede  the  business. 
Saw  no  steam  arising  from  any  of  the  engines.  They  were  in 
such  a  position  that  the  trains  and  engines  could  not  have 
free  movement  Mr.  Knox  denies  the  truth  of  this  state- 
ment, and  in  answer  to  the  question :  "  Q.  What  was  the  con- 
dition of  the  yard?  ^  says: 

"  It  was  simply  trains  had  been  run  in  there,  and  the  men  refused  to 
put  them  away,  because  they  would  not  work  until  those  men  had  been 
reinstated,  and  they  simply  died  on  the  trade  of  their  own  free  wllL 
No  one  injured  them  at  alL  So  far  as  any  obstruction  on  the  track, 
there  were  none  at  all,  except  that  one  block  I  spoke  of  under  that  en- 
gine to  keep  her  from  running  down  hill  into  another  engine." 

Mr.  Baldwin  further  testified  on  his  direct  examination 
that  the  depot  was  constantly  overrun  with  men;  that  it  was 
in  the  possession  of  the  strikers.  Mr.  Knox  states  that  this 
is  not  correct ;  that  the  depot  was  in  the  possession  of  the  rail- 
road officials  all  the  time.  [737]  Mr.  Baldwin  further  states, 
in  relation  to  the  effort  made  on  July  5th  to  couple  the  engine 
to  delayed  train  No.  4,  that  it  was  standing  on  the  track.  It 
had  come  in  there  and  had  been  stopped  there.  In  the  morn- 
ing before  commencing  at  all,  he  went  to  the  mail  car,  and 
saw  the  postal  clerk  there,  and  made  him  open  the  car,  and 
went  into  the  car,  and  saw  that  the  mail  was  there  in  the  car, 
and  that  it  was  the  mail  that  was  ordinarily  carried  on  that 
train,  and  had  come  down  from  the  post  office,  and  that  is  the 
way  he  ascertained.  The  crowd  surged  in  through  the  depot 
The  crowd  was  heaviest  around  the  engine,  and  standing  in 
the  way  of  the  engine,  and  obstructing  its  coming  up  to  the 
train.  He  had  to  get  down  and  move  them  foot  by  foot  to 
get  the  engine  through.  He  got  on  the  engine  again,  and  it 
was  moved  up  to  the  train,  and,  just  as  they  reached  the  train, 
the  crowd  broke  past  and  swept  through  the  depot,  and 
broke  the  train  and  rolled  back  the  cars, — the  passenger 
coaches.  There  were  some  seven  cars  rolled  back.  Possibly 
500  people  took  part  in  rolling  back  these  coaches.    They 
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rolled  them  back  at  onoe  with  their  hands,  without  any  diffi- 
culty, there  were  so  many  of  them. 

Oreenlaw,  a  witness  for  the  defendants,  testifies:  That  he 
heard  cheering  and  hollering  down  at  the  east  end  of  the 
depot.  That  he  went  down  there.  That  when  he  got  there 
the  Pullman  cars  had  been  uncoupled.  That  there  was 
quite  a  crowd  around  Marshal  Baldwin  when  he  got  there. 
That  he  saw  they  were  trying  to  get  at  Baldwin,  and  he  did 
his  best  to  defend  him.  That  a  fellow — ^he  thinks  it  was 
Jack  Harris — ^picked  Marshal  Baldwin  up  and  started  to 
carry  him  out  of  the  crowd.  While  he  was  up  in  the  air  on 
Jack  Harris'  shoulder  he  drew  his  revolver.  He  said,  "  Let 
me  down."  Jack  Harris  let  him  down  on  the  ground,  and 
he  shoved  the  pistol  up  under  Oreenlaw's  nose.  Greenlaw 
states  that  he  said :  ^  Don't  point  that  thing  at  me.  I  have 
been  trying  to  defend  you."  Marshal  Baldwin  said :  "  I  will 
shoot  tiie  first  man  that  lays  his  hand  on  me."  Just  then 
Mr.  Oalliner  broke  into  the  crowd, — a  great,  large  man, — 
and  he  said:  ^^ What's  the  matter,  Marshal  Baldwin?"  or, 
"Baldwin."  Baldwin  said:  "These  boys  won't  leave  me 
alone."  Oalliner  then  said :  "  Leave  him  alone.  He  is  all 
right,  boys.  Gro  away  and  leave  him  alone."  That  tiie 
crowd  then  dispersed  and  went  over  to  the  depot  and  Third 
street  bridge.  Mr.  Baldwin  also  further  testifies:  That  on 
July  4th  there  were  larger  crowds  at  the  Sacramento  depot 
than  on  the  previous  day.  Nothing  had  been  done  towards 
cleaning  up  the  yard;  no  work  had  been  done  from  the 
previous  day  up  to  that  time.  That  an  attempt  was  made 
on  that  day  by  the  militia  to  take  possession  of  the  depot 
That  at  the  termination  of  the  militia's  efforts  the  depot 
was  still  in  the  possession  of  the  strikers.  That  from  that 
time  on  to  the  11th  of  July,  in  the  morning,  the  depot, 
grounds,  and  tracks  and  yards  around  the  depot  were  in 
the  possession  of  the  strikers.  The  witness  Greenlaw,  called 
for  the  defense,  contradicts  Mr.  Baldwin's  testimony  on  this 
point,  and  states  that  there  were  more  outsiders  at  the  depot 
than  there  were  strikers;  that  the  strikers  were  doing  the 
same  that  the  crowd  was, — ^looking  on.  No  effort  was  made 
to  [788]  keep  them  out.  They  just  stood  there  in  the  depot 
He  did  not  see  the  militia  make  any  effort  to  get  in.    In 
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relation  to  the  stoppage  of  the  movements  of  all  trains  be- 
tween the  8d  and  11th  days  of  July,  Mr.  Baldwin  states 
that  there  was  nothing  moved  out  (of  the  Sacramento  depot) 
between  those  dates. 

BBD  BLUFF. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  the  possession  taken  by 
the  strikers  of  the  yard,  depot,  and  trains  at  Bed  Bluff : 

Joseph  d  Day,  roundhouse  foreman  for  the  Southern  Pa- 
cific (Company  at  Red  Bluff,  called  for  the  government,  testi- 
fied as  follows:  That  he  was  roundhouse  foreman  at  Bed 
Bluff  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  in  the  months  of 
June  and  July  last;  that  he  recollects  an  attempt  to  move 
the  Sacramento  local  No.  12  from  Bed  Bluff  on  or  about  the 
29th  day  of  June  last;  that  it  was  composed  of  the  day 
coach,  smoker,  and  mail  car;  that  he  and  Mr.  Jones  and  Mr. 
Bobb,  the  conductor,  endeavored  to  move  this  train.  After 
explaining  the  position  of  the  train  on  the  track  by  means  of 
a  diagram  on  the  blackboard,  he  states: 

**  We  were  oa  the  back  of  the  mall  car,--^nyself  ,  Mr.  Jones,  and  Robb. 
We  set  the  levers  to  couple  on.  When  we  got  very  near  there,  Mr.  Ray 
threw  one  of  the  levers  down  onto  the  coach,  so  that  we  could  not 
couple  it  There  was  Bay,  Olodtfelder,  and  Shepler.  He  told  ns  we 
could  as  well  give  it  up.  We  had  done  our  part,  and  they  would  do  theirs. 
That  we  could  not  couple  that  train  t(^;ether.  Glodtfelder  was  the 
man  that  made  that  remark.  We  stayed  there  and  talked  quite  a 
whila  Bfr.  Bobb  made  the  remark  they  were  too  many  for  us. 
We  could  not  make  it  up.  We  would  have  to  give  it  up.  The  engine 
stood  there  for  about  an  hour,  and  the  engineer  brought  her  back  to 
the  roundhouse.  The  mail  car  stayed  there  a  few  feet  away  from  the 
coach,  not  coupled.** 

J.  P.  Heaney,  a  witness  called  for  the  defense,  testified: 
That  he  was  a  brakeman  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Company 
in  June  and  July  last.  That  he  belonged  to  the  Brotherhood 
of  Railroad  Brakemen  and  the  American  Railway  Union  at 
Saeramenta  That  he  went  to  Bed  Bluff  on  the  28th  of  June. 
The  following  morning  (the  29th)  he  went  to  the  depot 
As  he  turned  the  comer  he  saw  no  engine  there.  He  walked 
along  leisurely,  and  when  he  got  down  to  the  depot  he  in- 
quired why  the  engine  was  not  out.  He  was  told  that  a  strike 
had  been  declared.  He  saw  the  fireman,  and  asked  him  what 
he  thought  about  it  The  latter  said  he  did  not  know.  The 
witness  said:  ^^  Will  we  go,  or  will  we  not?  "  and  he  told  the 
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fireman  that  he  would  like  awful  well  to  go,  but  that  he  would 

hate  to  go  into  Sacramento  and  have  the  boys  holler  ^^  Scab  ^ 

at  him  when  he  got  there.    That  he  would  not  do  that  for  all 

the  jobs  he  ever  saw.    That  they  talked  around  there  a  little 

while,  and  finally  concluded  not  to  go  out.    He  took  off  his 

cap  and  uniform  and  gave  the  job  up  then.    He  was  told 

that  they  were  obstructing  the  mail;    that  that  was  a  mail 

train.    In  answer  to  the  question,  ^  Who  told  you  that?^  he 

states: 

"  I  don't  know.  I  think  it  was  some  of  our  men  who  spoke  to  me 
about  it  I  think  It  was  Montanya  and  Harper.  They  said  it  was  a 
mall  train^  and  we  ought  to  go  on  it  I  says:  'AH  right  If  it  is  a 
mail  train,  we  will  go.'  I  went  down  and  says :  '  I  will  go  with  the 
mail  car,  and  nothing  else.'  I  [789]  told  Mr.  Jones  and  Mr.  Bobb 
80, — ^that  I  would  go  with  the  mail  car.  I  spoke  to  the  fireman  about 
it,  and  asked  him  what  he  thought  He  says :  '  Yes»  we  ought  to  go 
with  the  mall,  anyhow.'  I  asked  him  to  get  the  engine.  He  started  to 
get  the  engine,  came  down, — ^the  train  was  in  on  the  side  track, — ^and  I 
let  the  engine  in,  and  went  up  and  cut  the  mail  car  from  the  coaches, 
and  backed  the  engine  up  on  it  coupled  on,  and  pulled  out  on  the  main 
line.  Put  my  uniform  on  again,  and  told  Bobb  and  Jones  that  I  was 
ready  to  go.  They  said  that  I  could  not  go  with  that  train ;  to  put  the 
whole  train  on,  or  there  would  be  nothing  go.  I  says :  '  That  is  all  I 
Intend  to  go  with.    If  you  won't  let  me  go  with  that  I  won't  go.' " 

J.  C.  Shepler,  called  for  the  defense,  admits  that  he  was 
present  upon  the  occasion,  on  the  morning  of  the  29th  of 
June,  related  by  the  witness  Day.  He  states  that  he  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  uncoupling  the  mail  from  the  rest  of 
the  train, — ^the  Sacramento  local  No.  12. 

The  persons  Ray  and  Clodtfelder,  who  are  implicated  by 
Day  in  the  uncoupling  of  train  No.  12  on  the  29th  of  June, 
were  not  called  as  witnesses. 

Day  further  testifies,  with  relation  to  the  stoppage  of  the 
Oregon  express,  train  No.  16,  on  the  1st  day  of  July :  That 
he  was  not  down  at  the  train  when  she  came  in.  After  she 
was  there  a  little  while  he  went  down.  He  saw  the  train  had 
been  cut  in  three  different  parts.  This  was  somewhere  about 
9.  He  went  down  to  the  rear  end  of  the  train  to  see  Mr.  Kil- 
bum.  He  saw  the  two  sleepers  were  cut  off  and  backed  ?lown 
oyer  one  crossing,  the  two  coaches  and  a  tourist  car  were  cut 
in  another  section  and  standing  on  the  crossing,  and  the  two 
mail  cars  and  engine  standing  in  front  of  the  depot,  on  the 
main  track.  At  the  south  end  there  were  two  Pullmans; 
next  came  a  tourist  car,  day  coach,  and  smoker,  and  an  ex- 
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press  car  and  baggage  car  was  with  those  coaches  and  smoker, 
and  the  next  was  two  mail  cars  and  engine, — one  a  mail  car 
and  the  other  a  box  car.  Men  were  working  there  taking  off 
the  appliances  for  connecting  the  train.  He  saw  Mr.  Shade 
there  at  work;  also  saw  Richard  Roe,  and  a  fireman  of  the 
name  of  Hill.  Hill's  first  name  is  Joe.  Mr.  Heaney  was 
around  there.  He  did  not  see  him  doing  anything.  There 
was  probably  a  couple  of  dozen  around  there.  He  saw  Mr. 
Shade  and  Clodtfelder  cut  the  hose  and  the  Miller  hooks 
behind  the  mail  car.  They  did  that  in  his  presence,  when  he 
went  down  to  get  the  engine  to  pull  her  up.  He  looked  at  the 
couplings  in  the  afternoon.  He  saw  the  safety  chains  taken 
off,  and  the  nuts  and  keys  at  the  back  of  the  Miller  hooks  had 
been  taken  off. 

J.  C.  Shepler,  the  same  witness  whose  testimony  has  been 
previously  referred  to  on  the  part  of  the  defense,  denies  that 
he  assisted  in  taking  any  nuts  or  chains  or  bolts,  or  in  any 
way  interfering  with  the  Portland  express  which  came  in  on 
the  1st  of  July ;  that  he  saw  no  one  in  any  way  interfering 
with  the  couplings  or  brake  chains,  or  any  of  the  nuts  or 
bolts  connected  with  the  train.  He  admits,  however,  that 
he  saw  a  couple  of  chains  lying  on  the  ground  there.  He 
admits,  also,  that  he  was  at  the  station  when  the  train  came 
in,  and  that  there  was  a  crowd  about  the  train.  He  states 
that  he  does  not  know  who  uncoupled  the  train. 

Joseph  B.  Hill,  called  for  the  defense,  and  the  person  re- 
ferred to  by  the  witness  Day  as  the  fireman  who  was  engaged, 
with  others,  [740]  in  taking  off  the  appliances  for  connect- 
ing the  Portland  express  on  July  1st,  states  that  he  was  pres- 
ent when  the  express  train  came  in;  that  there  was  quite  a 
crowd  about  there.  He  denies  that  he  ever  did  anything 
to  prevent  the  coupling  of  the  engine  and  mail  car  to  the 
coaches  of  the  Portland  express. 

J.^.  Heaney,  called  for  the  defense,  testifies  that  he  was 
around  the  depot  on  the  1st  of  July  when  the  Portland  ex- 
press came  in,  or  shortly  after  it  came  in.  He  gives  the  fol- 
lowing version  of  the  uncoupling  of  the  train : 

"Mr.  Jones  came  up  there  and  wanted  to  know  if  we  would  put  the 
train  away.  I  believe  I  spoke  up  and  said  that  we  would  put  the  train 
away  if  he  would  tell  the  engineer  to  obey  our  sisnals.    He  said  he 
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wonlcL  He  went  up  there  and  told  the  engineer.  After  he  told  the 
engineer,  we  gave  him  a  badc-np  Blgnal,  and  cat  the  train  in  three 
pieces,  80  as  to  clear  the  different  crossings  there.  There  are  three 
crossings  there  that  have  got  to  be  cat  If  we  wonld  ran  the  train  all 
down  there,  we  would  stop  the  wagon  transfportation.  We  cut  the  train 
in  three  pieces,  and  let  it  stand  there.'* 

William  H.  Jones,  agent  and  train  master  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  Company  at  Bed  Bluff,  testified  that  on  June  29th 
an  attempt  was  made  to  move  the  Bed 'Bluff  and  Sacramento 
local.  This  train  carried  coaches,  the  ordinary  baggage  car, 
and  a  mail  car.  It  carried  no  sleepers.  This  train  is  due  to 
leave  Bed  Bluff  at  5:15  in  the  morning.  He  attempted  to 
move  the  train.  The  strikers  had  cut  the  train  in  two, — cut 
the  mail  car  off.  He  could  not  say  who  cut  it  off.  He  did 
not  see  them  cut  it  off.  He  attempted  to  put  it  on  again  and 
start  the  train  in  regular  form.  Mr.  Clodtfelder  and  Mr. 
Bay  prevented  him  from  coupling  it  Mr.  Day  and  Mr. 
Bobb,  the  conductor,  assisted  him  in  trying  to  put  that  train 
together.  Mr.  Day  is  the  foreman  of  the  roundhouse.'  They 
backed  the  train  together.  He  set  the  Miller  hooks  to 
couple;  set  one  of  them  to  couple,  and  stepped  over  to  the 
other  platform  to  couple  the  other  hook.  Threw  the  lever 
up,  as  it  were.  Clodtfelder  held  it  and  prevented  him  from 
doing  it.  Mr.  Bay  got  onto  the  other  platform  and  threw 
back  the  other  lever,  so  that  it  would  not  couple.  The  effect 
of  this  was  that  they  could  not  couple  the  cars  together. 
They  were  endeavoring  to  couple  the  mail  car  and  the 
coaches.  The  mail  and  express  and  baggage  were  all  in  the 
one  car  at  that  time.  He  knows  that  that  train  had  not 
been  cut  in  two  in  that  manner  under  the  authority  of  the 
company.  At  the  time  that  he  endeavored  to  put  this  train 
together,  Clodtfelder  told  him:  "You  cannot  couple  this 
train.  You  have  made  your  attempt.  You  have  done  your 
part  Now  we  will  do  ours.*'  The  witness  told  him  that  his 
overpowering  force — ^there  were  50  to  2  of  them — ^prevented 
them  from  coupling  it  There  was  quite  a  large  crowd  about 
at  that  time.  They  were  all  opposing  the  railroad.  They 
sympathized  with  the  men  who  were  stopping  the  train. 
They  refused  to  assist  the  witness  in  starting  the  train, 
although  he  called  on  quite  a  number  of  them.  They  said 
they  would  not  move  any  trains  until  the  matter  was  settled. 
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Qodtfelder  and  Ray  said  that  the  mail  car  could  go.  He 
thinks  it  was  Clodtf elder  who  said  that,  or  Denunick.  Dem- 
mick  was  one  of  the  leaders.  They  said  the  mail  car  could 
go  by  itself;  no  other  cars  of  any  kind, — Pullmans  or  day 
coaches, — ^none  but  the  mail  car.  [741]  Knows  a  man 
named  Joe  Hill.  He  was  a  fireman.  He  was  on  strike  at 
that  time.  He  went  .to  couple  this  train  together  on  the 
morning  of  the  29th.  Hill  also  took  an  active  part  in  pre- 
venting that.  As  they  started  the  engine  and  mail  car  to 
couple  onto  the  coaches,  Hill  tried  to  apply  the  air.  By  "ap- 
plying the  air"  the  witness  means  that  he  opened  the  auto- 
matic air  valve  of  the  air  hose  at  the  rear  of  the  mail  car. 
That  would  set  the  brakes  if  there  had  been  air  enough  on 
the  car,  but  there  was  not  enough  pumped,  and  they  went 
ahead. 

As  previously  stated,  Hill  denies  that  he  interfered  with 
this  train  in  any  way. 

It  is  to  be  noticed  that  this  testimony  of  William  H.  Jones 
IS  corroborative  of  that  of  J.  C.  Day,  the  preceding  witness. 

SOUTH  VALLEJO. 

The  following  testimony  related  to  the  possession  by  the 
strikers  of  the  yard,  tracks,  and  trains  at  South  Vallejo: 

Michael  Keefe,  yard  engineer  for  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company  at  South  Vallejo,  called  for  the  United  States, 
testified  as  follows : 

"The  engines  and  yards  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Gompany  on  the 
10th  and  11th  of  July  were  not  In  a  condition  for  service.  All  the 
engines  were  killed ;  there  was  no  steam  In  them." 

The  same  witness  further  testifies: 

"The  number  of  my  engine  was  No.  1.  It  was  a  switch  engine. 
Some  men  took  the  engine  away  from  me.  One  of  them  was  Thomas 
Kelly;  another  was  named  Laurie;  another  was  named  Smith; 
another  Hale.  These  men  ran  the  engine  off  an  open  switch.  They 
ran  It  off  the  track.  This  was  on  Tuesday,  July  10th ;  about  that  time. 
They  then  hauled  the  fire,  let  the  water  out  of  the  boiler,  shut  the 
engine  down,  let  the  water  out  of  the  tank,  and  disconnected  the  hose." 

It  would  be  hard  for  him  to  state  the  particular  parts  each 
man  played.  He  did  not  exactly  locate  them  at  the  time,  or 
what  they  were  doing,  because  he  was  talking  with  them. 
He  tried  to  get  on  his  engine.    He  got  on  the  side.    They 
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would  not  let  him  get  oil  He  thinks  it  was  Smith  who  would 
not  let  him  get  on.  He  prevented  him  getting  on«  Kelly 
was  a  fireman  for  the  company  up  to  the  time  of  the 
strike.  He  was  out  on  strike.  Laurie  also  went  out  on 
strike.  He  was  a  fireman.  Smith  was  a  stranger  to  him. 
He  was  the  man  that  came  there.  Smith  and  Hale  were 
the  ones  that  came  to  Vallejo  and  made  that  trouble.  Does 
not  know  where  Smith  came  from.  Thinks  Hale  told  him 
he  came  from  Folsom.  Thinks  Hale  said  he  was  a  bag- 
gage man,  a  train  man.  He  did  not  say  why  he  came  to 
Vallejo.  The  same  witness  further  testifies  that  on  the  fol- 
lowing day,  he  thinks  it  was,  engine  1,190  was  killed  at 
South  Vallejo.  She  came  from  CaUstoga  that  morning. 
She  pulled  a  mail  train.  Does  not  think  that  there  were  any 
Pullman  cars  on  that  train.  He  saw  the  engine  killed.  He 
was  on  the  engine.  He  ran  the  engine.  Smith  came  there, 
with  a  good  many  others,  and  took  the  engine  away  from  him, 
and  killed  it  They  took  it  right  [742]  on  the  main  track. 
They  put  the  fire  out,  also  disconnected  the  hose,  and  let  the 
water  out;  also  out  of  the  boiler. 

SAN  JOSE. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  the  possession  taken 
by  the  strikers  of  the  depot,  yard,  tracks,  and  trains  at 
San  Jose: 

James  Hewitt,  called  for  the  United  States,  testified :  That 
he  was  the  engineer  of  the  San  Jose  train  No.  19,  running 
between  San  Francisco  and  San  Jose.  That  he  left  San 
Francisco  at  6 :10.  Was  due  at  San  Jose  at  7  o'clock  in  the 
evening.  That  it  was  a  mail  train,  having  a  combination 
mail  and  express  and  baggage  car.  That  it  carried  no 
Pullmans.  That  he  arrived  on  time.  Going  into  the  yard, 
people  rushed  from  the  depot  onto  the  track,  and  he  had 
to  stop.  This  happened  about  400  or  600  feet  this  side  of 
the  depot.  The  people  rushed  up  the  track,  and  he  had  to 
stop  or  else  run  over  them.  Knows  a  man  named  McClin- 
tock,  and  also  a  man  named  Runyon.  When  he  stopped, 
Mr.  McClintock  came  up  on  the  front  part  of  the  engine, 
and  came  through  the  window  on  the  left-hand  side.  The 
window  was  open.  He  came  in  and  stepped  over  to  him, 
and  says:  "I  will  take  charge  of  this  engine,  Jim."    Then 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


508  67  FEDERAL  BEPOBTEB,  742. 

Charge  to  the  Jurj. 

Hewitt  said  to  him:  ^^ Harry,  yoa  have  got  the  main  track 
blocked.  This  is  as  far  as  I  am  going.  Let  me  put  this 
train  on  the  side  track  and  put  the  engine  in  the  round- 
house." Mr.  Bimyon  stepped  up  and  said:  "No,  sir.  We 
will  kill  her  right  here."  During  this  time  there  was  a 
deputy  United  States  marshal  on  the  engine  with  the  wit- 
ness,— one  on  each  side  in  the  gangway.  They  tried  to 
keep  the  crowd  off.  They  overpowered  the  one  on  the  left- 
hand  side.  McClintock  asked  him  what  business  he  was 
doing  there,  or  what  he  was  doing  th^re.  He  said  he  was 
a  deputy  United  States  marshal,  and  showed  him  his  badge. 
At  that  time  they  were  trying  to  get  hold  of  the  fireman. 
McClintock,  after  he  asked  him  to  show  his  authority,  which 
he  did,  -says:  "  We  can't  help  that.  Boys,  take  him  away." 
They  took  the  fireman  off  of  the  engine.  That  left  the 
witness  and  McClintock  and  Bimyon  on  the  engine,  and  a 
lot  of  boys  came  up  over  the  baggage  car  and  came  up  on 
the  tender.  After  that  the  witness  had  some  conversation  with 
McClintock  with  regard  to  putting  the  engine  away  and 
putting  the  train  on  a  side  track.  He  told  him  they  had  the 
main  track  blocked.  It  was  not  necessary  to  hold  him  there. 
Wells-Fargo's  agent  stepped  up  on  the  right-hand  side,  spoke 
to  McClintock,  and  asked  him  to  pull  the  train  down  to  the 
crossing,  where  they  could  get  out  their  express,  mail,  and 
baggage.  He  says:  "All  right.  Boys,  cut  off  the  baggage 
car."  Which  they  did,  and  pulled  down  to  the  crossing  or 
over  the  crossing,  right  in  the  front  part  of  the  depot,  and 
stopped  the  engine  there.  One  of  the  gang  says:  "No  one 
shall  move  this  engine  but  McClintock."  The  witness  sat 
down  on  the  fireman's  side,  and  took  hold  of  the  bell  cord. 
They  got  down  to  the  depot  McClintock  told  him  he  had 
better  get  off  and  go  home;  that  he  would  not  be  responsible 
for  his  life.  The  witness  said :  "  You  never  mind  about 
my  life.  I  guess  I  can  take  care  of  myself."  They  got  the 
engine  as  far  as  they  could  get  her. 

[743]  W.  S.  Runyon,  the  person  referred  to  by  witness 
Hewitt  in  the  testimony  just  quoted,  was  called  on  behalf 
of  the  defendants,  and  testified,  in  brief,  that  he  was  a  loco- 
motive fireman  in  the  employment  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company  in  June  last;  that  he  belonged  to  the  Brotherhood 
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of  Looomotiye  Firemen,  and  also  to  the  American  Railway 
Union;  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  executive  committee 
of  the  American  Railway  Union  in  San  Francisco;  that  dur- 
ing the  strike  he  went  t6  San  Jose,  on  the  evening  of  July 
5th;  that  he  went  there  of  his  own  accord,  to  suppress  any 
acts  of  violence  or  any  deeds  of  violence  that  might  possibly 
be  committed  there,  as  he  understood  there  were  some  very 
troublesome  people  in  that  locality.  His  statements  as  to 
what  took  place  at  San  Jose,  and  his  connection  therewith, 
in  his  own  words,  are  as  follows : 

"I  left  San  Francisco  shortly  after  five  o'clock  of  the  evening  of 
July  5th,  and  got  onto  the  train  here  In  San  Francisco,  and  rode  until 
we  got  to  San  Jos6.  As  we  were  going  in  the  yard  at  San  Jos6,  the 
train  slowed  up  slightly,  and  when  about  midway  between  the  round- 
house at  San  Jos6  and  the  depot  she  came  to  a  standstill.  The 
people  in  the  coaches  commenced  to  get  out  T,  in  company  with  a 
Mr.  McQuade,  of  the  Southern  Pacific,  got  out  There  was  a  large 
delegation  of  people  on  the  tracks  and  around  the  depot  Q.  What 
was  done?  State  what  you  saw  there, — what  occurred.  A.  As  I  said, 
the  train  stopped.  I  got  out,  in  company  with  Mr.  McQuade,  and 
stood  on  the  outskirts  of  the  crowd.  They  were  doing  a  lot  of  scuf- 
fling around  one  place  and  another,  and  talking,  and  so  on,  and  finally 
a  remark  was  made  that  they  would  do  Hewitt  up, — the  man  who 
had  charge  of  the  train.  I  edged  my  way  through  the  crowd.  In 
the  near  vicinity  I  saw  a  number  of  men  who  had  Ijbose  white  ribbons 
on  their  coat  lapels.  I  said  to  them :  *  I  am  what  you  ordinarily  term 
a  **  striker,"  and  a  member  of  the  A.  R.  U.  As  you  are  sympathizers 
with  us,  I  should  like  to  get  your  assistance  to  suppress  any  violence 
that  might  be  perpetrated  on  Mr.  Hewett'  I  got  up  to  the  engine, 
and,  as  I  did,  those  gentlemen  followed  me.  I  says  to  Mr.  Hewitt: 
•You  need  not  have  any  fear  of  doing  you  up,  Jim.  If  I  can  pos- 
sibly lend  you  any  assistance,  I  shall  certainly  do  so.'  He  was  in  a 
very  excited  condition;  about  as  pale  as  my  shirt  bosom  is  at  the 
present  time.  After  a  while  the  engine  and  the  train  was  run  down 
to  a  crossing  or  street  just  north  of  the  depot  They  stopped,  and  cat 
off  all  the  coaches,  with  the  exception  of  a  combination  car  that  they 
have  for  baggage  and  Wells-Fargo*s  matter.  After  they  severed  the 
connection  between  the  baggage  and  smoko*,  the  engine  and  baggage 
car  went  on  the  south  side  of  the  depot,  to  leave  this  here  crossing 
clear.  Mr.  Hewitt  changed  his  overalls.  When  he  left  his  engine  I 
stepped  down  behind  him.  As  I  did  so,  the  other  gentlemen  who  had 
the  white  ribbons  on,  and  who  I  asked  to  accompany  me,  came  along, 
and  we  walked  alongside  of  Mr.  Hewitt  until  he  got  through  the 
crowd,  and  then  he  left  While  he  was  walking  through  the  crowd 
they  jeered  at  him  some,  but  there  was  no  acts  of  violence.  After 
Mr.  Hewitt  got  away  there  was  quite  a  number  of  men  on  the  tender 
of  the  engine, — ^men  and  boys, — ^upon  what  is  termed  the  'running 
board.'    I  got  them  to  disperse  and  leave  the  engine  alone." 

The  witness  admits  seeing  Mr.  McClintock  there  at  that 
time.  The  testimony  of  Mr.  Hewitt  as  to  what  took  place 
at  the  engine  being  read  to  him,  he  stated  that  some  of  the 
statements  were  correct  and  others  not.    He  states  that  Mr. 
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Hewitt  suggested  putting  the  train  on  the  side  track.  He 
testifies  that  the  statement  said  to  have  been  made  by  him. 
viz, :  "  No,  sir.  We  will  kill  her  right  here/' — ^is  false.  He 
states  that  there  were  several  thousand  people  at  that  time 
there.  In  answer  to  the  question :  *^  Q.  Hewitt  states  here 
that  you  and  McClintock  were  trying  to  get  hold  of  the  fire- 
man,"— he  replied :  "  He  is  a  liar.  I  did  not  I  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  fireman,  and  [744]  did  not  see  any  one  pull 
him  off  the  engine  at  all.  The  fireman  was  off  of  the  engine 
five  or  six  minutes  before  I  got  <m  the  engine." 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  promote, 
carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (2)  "by 
causing  to  be  assembled,  and  by  assembling  with,  lai^ 
crowds  of  persons  in  said  depots  and  yards  of  said  Southern 
Pacific  Company,  at  various  points  and  places  on  said  lines 
of  railway,  in  said  state  and  Northern  district  of  California, 
and  by  gathering  in  great  numbers  in  said  yards  and  depots, 
to  wit,  *  *  *  and  other  places  around,  in,  and  upon  the 
trains,  cars,  engine  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  and 
upon  the  tracks  of  the  railways,  preventing  the  movement 
and  passage  of  said  engines,  cars,  and  trains." 

flACBAMBNTO. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  the  assembling  of 
crowds  at  Sacramento : 

Felix  Tracy,  the  agent  of  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  testified  on 
direct  examination:  That  there  were  no  trains  moving  after 
the  29th  of  June.  He  saw  a  good  many  men  down  there  at 
the  station  that  were  not  at  work, — ^railroad  men.  He  saw 
them  there,  and  he  saw  them  in  other  parts  of  the  city. 
There  were  more  people  at  the  depot  from  the  28th  or  29th 
of  June,  up  to  the  time  of  the  United  States  soldiers  going 
there, — some  time  about  the  10th  or  11th  of  July, — than 
usual,  a  good  many  more  than  usual.  There  were  more  there 
on  the  8d  of  July,  more  there  on  the  4th  of  July,  than  it 
was  customary  to  see  there.  He  noticed  that  whenever  he  went 
down  there.  It  will  be  remembered  that  Mr.  Baldwin's  testi- 
mony that  there  were  crowds  around  the  station  is  to  the 
same  effect  On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Knox  denies  emphatic- 
ally that  the  depot  was  in  the  ^  possession  of  the  strikers." 
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Mr.  Baldwin,  United  States  marshal,  testified  on  direct 
examination  that  the  station  and  the  tracks  were  oTerrun 
with  people, — ^people  in  the  caboose  and  cars,  and  around 
them,  sitting  on  the  steps. 

Mr.  Knox  admits  this,  but  denies  that  he  or  his  committee 
of  the  American  Railway  Union  had  anything  to  do  with 
their  coming  there. 

James  Sims,  called  for  the  defendants,  testified  that  the 
American  Bailway  Union  committee  used  one  of  the  cars  as 
an  office  on  the  29th  of  June. 

Mr.  Baldwin  further  testifies,  as  to  the  crowd  around  de- 
layed train  No.  4,  on  July  8,  1894,  that  they  were  on  the 
track  and  across  the  track,  and  they  would  not  move  out  of 
the  way  of  the  engine.  He  had  to  get  down  from  the 
engine  and  get  in  front  of  the  engine  and  push  them 
back  and  move  them  back,  and  the  enjg^ne  came  foot 
by  foot.  They  were  threatening,  and  one  man  threw 
a  rock  at  them.  The  same  witness  further  testifies  that 
he  was  at  the  depot  subsequent  to  July  8d,  and  that 
the  strikers  continued  to  occupy  the  depot  grounds.  Being 
asked  how  he  knew  they  were  strikers,  the  witness  stated 
that  there  was  a  crowd  there.  He  was  around  among 
these  men,  and  they  were  constantiy  informing  him  that  they 
were  strikers, — that  they  were  employ^  of  the  railroad 
[746]  company  out  on  a  strike.  He  was  constantiy  talking 
with  them,  and  walking  among  them,  and  they  would  address 
him  and  talk  about  the  disturbances.  That  is  the  way  he 
ascertained  that  they  were  strikers.  The  crowds  never  left 
There  was  always  more  or  less  of  a  crowd  of  men  there, 
night  and  day.  With  reference  to  the  character  of  the  crowd 
that  was  there  late  in  the  afternoon  of  the  6th  of  July,  he 
states  that  they  were  strikers.  Some  of  them  said  they 
were  there  to  protect  the  property  of  the  railroad  company, 
and  take  care  of  it;  and  they  were  around  on  the  cars,  and 
it  was  the  same  crowd  in  character,  except  that  they  were 
men.  The  cars  of  the  railroad  company  were  being  occu- 
pied by  men,  by  strikers.  Some  of  them  were  occupied 
apparentiy  for  deeping  quarters.  They  occupied  cabooses 
on  the  tracks  in  the  yard. 

Thomas  Gompton,  one  of  the  mediation  committee  at 
10S70*— a  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 
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Sacramento,  called  for  the  defense,  testified  that  they  ^  had 
our  men  stationed  from  one  end  of  the  yards  to  another,  to 
see  that  the  men  did  not  get  excited  and  do  any  damage  to  the 
property,  and  requested  other  men  who  came  in  on  trains  not 
to  go  out  any  more." 

C.  E.  Leonard,  a  city  trustee  of  Sacramento  last  June, 
and  in  the  employ  of  the  railroad  company  before  the  strike, 
testifies  that  there  was  a  very  large  assemblage  of  people  at 
the  depot  of  the  railroad  company  on  the  3d  «rf  July. 

SAN  JOSB. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  the  assembling,  of 
crowds  at  San  Jose: 

Frank  Arnold,  a  railway  postal  derk  on  the  route  from 
San  Francisco  to  San  Luis  Obispo,  testifying  as  to  tiie  crowd 
at  San  Jose,  says  on  direct  examinaticm  that  there  were  sev- 
eral thousand  people  around  the  train  that  came  in  on  July 
6th.  They  were  all  around  the  train, — inside  of  it,  on  the 
platform,  swarming  all  over  it.  On  cross-examination  he 
says  that  they  were  occupying  all  the  spaces  in  the  depot,  on 
the  railroad  car  platforms,  and  so  on. 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  promote, 
carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (8)  "by 
threats,  intimidations,  personal  assaults,  and  other  force  and 
violence,  to  prevent  the  engineers,  firemen,  conductors,  brake- 
men,  switchmen,  and  other  employ^  of  said  Southern  Pacific 
Company  from  discharging  their  duties,  and  from  moving 
and  operating  the  said  engines,  cars,  trains,  and  railways." 

SACBAMBNTO. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  threats,  intimidations, 
and  acts  of  violence  at  Sacramento : 

Mr.  Baldwin,  speaking  of  the  strikers  at  the  Sacramento 
depot  on  July  8d,  testified  on  direct  examination  that  they 
were  threatening,  and  there  was  one  man  that  threw  a  rock 
at  them.  It  struck  the  cab  of  the  engine,  just  below  where 
Mr.  Clark  was  standing — ^between  Mr.  Clark  and  himself. 
He  further  testifies  that  there  were  crowds  around  the  s^na- 
phore.  The  crowd  was  demonstrative  at  this  time.  There 
were    men    threatening    them    as    they    took    the    engine 
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through,— hooting.  He  recollects  one  man  saying,  ^I  will 
fix  you."  He  seemed  [746]  to  be  particularly  addressing 
himself  to  the  witness  that  time, — ^the  people  on  the  engine. 
Heard  expressions  of  anger  and  defiance.    They  were  angry* 

Bespecting  this  testimony  of  Mr.  Baldwin,  Greenlaw  testi- 
fies that  there  was  a  good  deal  of  yelling  there.  Some  were 
^hollering."  But  he  did  not  hear  any  threats  made.  He 
did  not  see  any  forcible  means  used  to  prevent  the  taking  out 
of  the  train.  No  threats  whatever  were  made  towards  Mr. 
Baldwin.  He  denies  that  he  incited  any  people  to  do  any- 
thing that  day,  or  that  he  threatened  Mr.  Baldwin,  or  any 
one.  He  admits  that  he  called  some  persons  on  the  engine 
^  scabs,"  but  denies  the  statements  imputed  by  Mr.  Baldwin, 
in  his  testimony,  to  him. 

While  it  is  to  be  observed  that  Mr.  Baldwin  was  not  an 
employ^  of  the  railroad  company,  yet  the  testimony,  if  true, 
is  significant  with  respect  to  the  actions  of  the  crowd  towards 
Clark,  the  engineer,  and  the  others  on  the  engine. 

Anthony  Green,  called  for  the  defense,  testified  that  he  was 
captain  of  police  of  the  city  of  Sacramento,  and  was  such  in 
June  and  July  last;  that  he  was  present  on  the  8d  of  July  at 
the  depot;  that  he  himself  saw  no  acts  of  violence  committed, 
but  he  admits,  on  cross-examination,  that  he  did  not  see  the 
cars  actually  eJioved  back  by  the  crowd.  He  testified  that  he 
heard  the  crowd  yelling  at  those  who  were  in  the  cab  of  the 
engine  tiiat  was  being  moved  from  the  roundhouse  to  the 
delayed  train  No.  4;  that  such  exclamations  were  used  as  fol- 
lows: "  Don't  you  go  out;"  "  Don't  you  take  that  train  out;" 
"Stand  by  one  another;"  "Don't  be  a  scab;"  "Don't  take 
the  places  of  those  men  who  are  working;"  "Come  out  of 
there;"  "  Don't  you  take  that  engine  out;"  "  Don't  fire  that 
engine;"  "  I  appeal  to  you  as  a  man;"  " Come  down  out  of 
there;"  "  Dont  go  out," — and  such  questions  as  those,  appeal- 
ing to  them;  that  he  was  in  the  cab  himself  several  days, 
mornings  and  nights;  that  he  stood  in  the  first  one. 

RED  BLtTFF. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  what  occurred  at  Bed 
Bluff: 
Joseph  C  Day,  roimdhouse  foreman  for  the  Southern 
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Pacific  Company  at  Bed  Bluff,  testified  that  he  was  not  at 
libei*ty  to  go  on  the  engine.  Ho  was  told  to  keep  away  from 
the  engine  and  let  it  alone.  A  brakeman  by  the  name  of 
Harper  and  two  or  three  other  men  told  him  that.  He  does 
not  know  them.  He  thinks  Harp^  was  on  strike.  He  was 
out  with  theoL  This  occurred,  according  to  the  witness' 
testimony,  on  July  1, 1894.  The  same  witness  further  states, 
after  describing  how  engine  No.  1248  was  killed  by  Van 
Devinter,  Bichard  Boe,  and  Harper,  that  he  had  a  conversa- 
tion with  Van  Devinter  about  the  matter.  He  told  him  he 
was  doing  very  wrong,  and  Van  Devinter  said  he  did  not 
think  it  was  any  of  his  damned  business  what  he  was  doing. 
They  told  him  if  he  did  not  get  out  of  the  roundhouse  they 
would  have  him  carried  out  on  a  board.  Harper  made  that 
remark.  Bichard  Boe  and  Van  Devinter,  and  (me  or  two 
others  he  did  not  know,  were  present  This  was  at  the  time 
they  were  killing  engines. 

[747  J  SOUTH   VALLEJO. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  what  occurred  at  South 
Vallejo : 

Jeff  Gage,  passenger  conductor  for  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company,  running  out  between  South  Vallejo  and  Santa 
Bosa,  whose  engine  was  killed,  testified  as  follows:  That  on 
the  12th  day  of  July  last  he  was  stopped  between  North  and 
South  Vallejo,  and  his  engine  killed.  This  was  near  7 :30  or 
7:35  in  the  morning.  It  could  not  have  been  far  from  that 
He  was  running  the  train, — conductor.  He  left  North  Val- 
lejo, and  between  North  and  South  Vallejo  he  found  an  en- 
gine on  the  main  line.  The  engine  was  called  a  "  killed  ^ 
engine, — no  steam  in  it.  As  they  pulled  up  near  that  engine, 
a  crowd  of  men  came  out  and  fixed  theirs  the  same  way. 
They  were  obliged  to  stop  by  this  "dead''  engine.  He 
thinks  he  must  have  been  very  near  on  time.  He  makes  con- 
nection, with  passenger  and  mail  cars,  with  a  boat  that  runs 
between  North  and  South  Vallejo  and  Vallejo  Junction.  At 
Vallejo  Junction  connection  is  made  with  the  San  Bamon 
passenger  train.  It  is  a  mail  train  that  runs  between  San 
Bamon  and  the  Oakland  pier.    He  asked  a  man  named 
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Smith  to  let  him  couple  on  and  push  the  dead  engine  <m  the 
siding,  so  that  he  oould  get  the  train  down  to  the  depot.  This 
man  refused  to  do  it,  saying  he  was  there  under  orders,  and 
had  to  obey  his  orders  to  stop  the  train  where  it  was.  Smith 
showed  him  a  card  with  his  (3mith'8)  name  on  it, — ^an  A.  B. 
TJ.  card. 

WUIiam  James,  fireman  of  one  of  the  Alameda  local  trains, 
testified,  in  answer  to  the  question,  '^  Did  you  have  any  trouble 
at  tower  No.  2  that  day?"  as  follows:  '^The  train  was 
stopped  by  a  mob  of  men,  and  I  was  taken  off  the  engina'' 
He  further  states  that  about  75  or  100  men  got  in  front  of  the 
engine.  The  engineer  stopped  when  they  gave  him  the  stop 
signals.  The  crowd,  all  of  them,  gave  signals, — ^all  those  that 
were  on  the  track.  He  could  not  see  who  they  were.  They 
took  him  through  the  crowd,  and  wanted  him  to  go  and  join 
the  A.  R.  U.  They  took  him  half  way  to  the  roundhouse,  he 
would  judge  about  400  feet.  Engineer  Willard  came  out  and 
told  them  it  was  a  free  country,  and  he  would  go  where  he 
wanted  to,  and  with  that  they  let  go  of  him. 

Many  witnesses  on  both  sides  have  testified  as  to  the  per- 
sonal assault  claimed  to  have  been  made  on  Mr.  James.  The 
testimony  is  contradictory  as  to  what  actually  took  place  at 
that  time.  I  think,  however,  this  feature  of  Uie  case  is  suffi- 
ciently fixed  in  your  minds  to  enable  you  to  determine  the 
actual  facts  of  the  case  without  any  extended  comments  from 
me. 

(With  the  usual  admonition  to  the  jury,  an  adjournment 
was  here  taken  until  to-morrow,  Tuesday,  April  2,  1895,  at 
10  o'clock  a.  m.) 

Tuesday,  AprU  I?,  1895y  at  10  o^olock  a.  m. 
When  the  court  adjourned  last  evening,  I  was  directing 
your  attention  to  testimony  tending  to  show  the  means  con- 
spired to  be  used  in  carrying  out  the  conspiracy.  First,  I 
called  your  attention  to  the  testimony  tending  to  show,  or  to 
disprove,  that  the  con-  [748]  spirators  forcibly  took  and  kept 
possession  and  control  of  all  yards,  depots,  tracks,  and  trains 
of  cars  on  said  lines  of  railway,  and  forcibly  held  and  de- 
tained the  same;  second,  that  they  caused  to  be  assembled, 
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and  assembled  with,  large  crowds  of  persons  in  said  depots 
and  yards  of  said  Southern  Pacific  Ciompany  at  various 
points  and  places  on  said  lines  of  railway  in  said  state  and 
Northern  district  of  California,  and  by  gathering  in  great 
numbers  in  said  yards,  and  depots,  to  wit,  ♦  ♦  ♦  and 
other  places,  around,  in,  and  upon  the  trains,  cars,  engines  of 
the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  and  upon  the  tracks  of  said 
railways,  preventing  the  movement  and  passage  of  said  en- 
gines, cars,  and  trains;  third,  that  by  threats,  intimidations, 
personal  assaults,  and  other  force  and  violence,  they  prevented 
the  engineers,  firemen,  conductors,  brakemen,  switchmen,  and 
other  employ6s  of  said  Southern  Pacific  Company  from  dis- 
charging their  duties,  and  from  moving  and  operating  the 
said  engines,  cars,  trains,  and  railways.  I  will  now  proceed 
to  direct  your  attention  to  the  testimony  tending  to  show  other 
means  conspired  to  be  used  in  carrying  out  the  conspiraqr. 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  pro- 
mote, carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (4) 
^'by  forcibly  disconnecting  air  brakes  upon  such  trains, — 
mail,  passenger,  and  freight'^ 

bed'  bluff. 

The  following  relates  to  what  occurred  at  Eed  Bluff: 
William  H.  Jones,  agent  and  train  master  of  the  South- 
em  Pacific  Company  at  Bed  Bluff,  testified  on  direct  ex- 
amination that  the  Oregon  express  reached  Bed  Bluff  about 
4:80  or  4:86  in  the  morning  of  July  1st  last;  that  it  comes 
from  San  Francisco, — Oakland.  Portland,  Or.,  is  its  des- 
tination. She  was  on  her  regular  trip.  She  was  stopped 
at  Bed  Bluff.  The  train  was  cut  in  two.  The  train  came 
into  the  station,  and  they  cut  it  in  two;  that  is,  they  un- 
coupled it  and  uncoupled  the  hose.  He  was  just  passing 
there.  He  did  not  see  the  man  who  did  it  There  was  a 
mob  of  men  there.  He  elbowed  his  way  through  the  crowd. 
As  he  passed,  he  heard  the  air  holes  pump  as  they  do  when 
they  are  open.  The  air  was  cut  behind  the  mail  car.  The 
local  cars  followed  first,  then  the  baggage  car,  the  express 
car,  smoker,  coaches,  and  Pullman.  That  is  the  way  the 
train  is  made  up.    They  all  follow  the  mail  car.    They 
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were  all  in  the  rear  of  the  part  cut  off.  The  effect  of  that 
cut  was  to  stop  the  movement  of  the  train.  That  was  about 
6 :  80,  a  few  minutes  after  they  arrived. 

Without  repeating  the  testimony  given  by  the  defense, 
it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  witnesses  on  their  behalf,  with 
reference  to  the  Bed  Bluff  occurrences,  deny  having  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  the  stoppage  of  the  Portland  express. 

SOUTH  VALLEJO. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  what  occurred  at  South 
Vallejo: 

Michael  Keefe,  yard  engineer  of  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company  at  South  Vallejo,  testifying  as  to  what  occurred 
to  his  engine  on  [749]  July  10th,  says  that  they  hauled  the 
fire,  let  the  water  out  of  the  boiler,  shut  the  engine  down, 
let  the  water  out  of  the  tank,  and  disconnected  the  hose. 
They  ran  the  engine  off  the  open  switch.  The  testimony  of 
this  witness  respecting  what  occurred  to  engine  1,190  on 
the  following  day  has  already  been  referred  to  under  a 
previous  head. 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  pro- 
mote, carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (6) 
^^by  putting  out  the  fires  in  the  engines,  and  drawing  the 


same.'' 


SOUTH  VAIiLEJO. 


The  following  testimony  relates  to  what  occurred  at 
South  Vallejo: 

Jeff  Oage,  passenger  conductor  for  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company,  running  between  South  Vallejo  and  Santa  Rosa, 
whose  engine  was  killed  between  North  and  South  Vallejo 
on  July  12th,  called  for  the  United  States,  testified,  with 
reference  to  putting  out  the  fires  on  his  engine,  as  follows: 
That  on  the  12th  day  of  July  last  he  was  stopped  between 
North  and  South  Vallejo,  and  his  engine  killed.  They 
pulled  the  fire  out  of  the  engine.  They  shut  the  water  off 
first  in  the  tank  valve,  and  started  to  pull  the  fire  out  He 
asked  them  to  turn  the  water  back  first,  and  then  pull  the 
fire  on  the  engine,  which  they  did.    He  asked  them  to  do 
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that  to  keep  from  burning  the  engine.  The  effect  of  let- 
ting the  water  out  of  the  engine  with  the  fire  in  it,  he  thinks, 
would  be  apt  to  bum  the  bricks  considerable. 

WEST  OAKIiAND. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  what  occurred  at  West 
Oakland : 

C.  F.  Hall,  general  foreman  of  the  railroad  shops  at  West 
Oakland  testified  that  a  number  of  engines  were  killed  in 
and  about  the  shops  in  the  latter  part  of  June  and  early 
part  of  July  last.  He  could  not  give  the  numbers.  There 
were  8  or  10  engines  with  fire  in  them,  and  the  fire  was 
let  out  of  them,  and  all  the  engines  were  emptied  that  were 
full;  that  is,  all  the  engines  that  were  about  the  place  were 
emptied  of  water, — ^water  let  out  of  them.  This  was  done 
by  the  strikers. 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  pro- 
mote, carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (6) 
"by  throwing  switches,  in  order  to  prevent  the  passage  of 
sudi  trains  through  depots  and  stations.'^ 

RED  BliCTFF* 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  occurrences  at  Bed 
Bluff  with  reference  to  delayed  train  No.  15  on  July  8d  last: 

William  Jones  testified  as  to  the  throwing  and  spiking 
of  switches  as  follows:  That,  after  the  Portland  express 
which  arived  at  Bed  Bluff  on  July  1st  stood  there  a  while, 
the  engineer  said  he  wanted  coal,  and  Mr.  Day,  the  foreman 
at  the  roundhouse,  and  the  witness,  took  the  engine  and  the 
mail  car,  as  it  was  coupled  on, — ^two  mail  cars, — there  was  a 
freight  car  which  they  said  contained  mail.  [760]  It  was 
with  the  mail  car.  It  had  United  States  mail  locks  on  it 
He  did  not  see  the  inside  of  it.  Mr.  Monteith:  "We  will 
admit  that  car  had  mail."  The  witness,  continuing,  stated 
that  they  took  it  to  the  coal  pile  to  give  the  engine  coal. 
They  passed  over  one  of  the  switches  in  the  yard,  and  while 
they  were  gone  the  switch  was  thrown  and  spiked  to  the 
side  track,  so  that  when  the  train  backed  down  it  could  not 
back  to  the  balance  of  the  train.  It  was  forced  to  go  to 
the  siding.    The  switch  was  opened.    It  was  thrown  off  the 
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main  track  to  the  siding,  and  spikes  driven  to  hold  it  there, 
and  the  switch  blocked.  They  oould  not  have  passed  over 
it  if  it  had  been  spiked.  It  was  a  switch  in  which  the  car 
could  not  go  off  the  track.  They  oould  not  have  gone  over 
it.  It  was  not  the  case.  The  target  was  in  its  proper  place 
and  position.  No  orders  were  given  by  the  railroad  company 
for  either  the  spiking  of  the  switch  or  locking  the  switch. 
Such  orders  would  come  through  him. 

Charles  F.  Cadwalader,  called  for  the  United  States,  testi- 
fies that  he  saw  Hehom,  Shade,  Ray,  and  others  spiking  a 
switch  on  July  1, 1894. 

W.  H.  Winter,  also  a  witness  for  the  government,  testified 
that  he  saw  the  switch  spiked,  but  the  only  person  whom  he 
can  identify  as  having  participated  in  the  spiking  is  Hehom. 

Milton  D.  Clark,  called  for  the  United  States,  testified 
that  he  saw  the  spiking  of  the  switch.  He  identifies  Hehom 
as  the  person  who  held  spikes  in  his  hand;  Shade  is  the 
man  who  drove  in  the  spikes;  and  that  Ray  was  in  the 
crowd  with  them. 

John  Kelly,  a  witness  called  for  the  United  States,  also 
testifies  as  to  the  spiking  of  the  switch.  He  states  that  he 
was  a  member  of  the  American  RaUway  Union ;  that  he  was 
a  fireman  for  the  Southern  Pacific  Company;  that  he  went 
out  on  strike  at  Red  Bluff;  that  he  did  so  because  be  was  a 
member  of  the  American  Railway  Union.  He  identifies 
John  Shade  as  just  in  the  act,  when  he  saw  him,  of  leaving 
vdth  a  spike-liammer  and  a  couple  of  spikes  in  his  hands. 
This  switch,  he  states,  connected  with  the  main  line.  There 
were  30  or  40  men  around  there  at  that  time.  He  gives  the 
names  of  others,  besides  Shade,  who  were  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  this  switch,  as  Peter  Ives,  S.  P.  Roller,  Jack  Shepler, 
and  Clodtfelder.  He  states  that  Roller  locked  the  switch 
after  it  was  spiked.  As  to  the  relation  these  persons  bore 
to  the  strike,  the  witness  testified  that  Roller  was  a  brake- 
man,  and  that  he  was  on  strike  at  that  time.  He  was  an 
A.  R.  U.  man.  Ives  was  a  car  foreman  up  there.  He  was 
also  on  strike  and  an  A.  R.  U.  member.  Clodtfelder  and 
Shepler  were  on  strike  at  that  time.  They  are  members  of 
the  A.  R.  U.  Knows  a  man  named  Demmick.  Ejiows  a 
man  named  Harper.    He  (Harper)  was  there  that  morning. 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


520  67  FEDERAL  BEPOBTEB,   750. 

Gharge  to  the  Jury* 

He  is  a  brakeman,  and  a  member  of  the  A.  R.  U.,  and  out 
on  strike.  Knows  a  man  named  Heaney.  He  did  not  see 
him  there. 

The  persons  referred  to  by  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecu- 
cution  as  having  participated  in  the  spiking  of  the  switch, 
which  prevented  the  engine  and  mail  car  of  the  Portland 
express  from  getting  back  to  the  passenger  and  Pullman 
coaches,  or,  more  strictly  speaking,  those  [751]  who  have 
testified,  deny  that  they  have  been  guilty  of  the  acts  charged, 
or  did  anything  in  any  way  which  contributed  to  the  spiking 
of  the  switch. 

SOUTH  VALLEJO. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  what  occurred  at  South 
Vallejo: 

Michael  Keefe,  yard  engineer  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Com- 
pany at  South  Vallejo,  called  for  the  government,  testified 
that  on  July  12th  last  he  was  making  up  a  passenger  train 
for  Calistoga  and  the  vicinity ;  that  it  was  a  mail  train,  and 
that  it  did  not  carry  any  Pullmans.  He  took  the  engine 
and  made  up  the  train  with  it,  to  get  ready  to  go  out  again. 
He  was  going  to  the  roundhouse  with  the  engine.  He  saw 
a  gang  of  men.  He  thought  that  he  would  get  to  the  shops 
before  they  took  the  engine  away  from  him.  The  switch  was 
set  for  the  side  track.  He  would  have  got  to  the  shop,  he 
thinks,  but  this  man  closed  the  switch  on  him,  so  he  stopped. 
Had  he  gone  on  he  would  have  run  off  the  track.  It  was  an 
open  switch.  The  crowd  remained  there.  The  engine  was 
killed  after  that,  and  was  there  a  day  or  two. 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  pro- 
mote, carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (7)  "  by 
opening  drawbridges  over  navigable  and  other  streams,  upon 
which  drawbridges  the  tracks  of  said  railways  were  situated." 

SACRAMENTO. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  what  occurred  at 
Sacramento : 

T.  W.  Heintzelman,  a  master  mechanic  in  the  employ  of 
the  Southern  Pacific  Company  at  Sacramento,  called  for  the 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


I7KITED  STATES  V.  OASSIDT.  621 

Obarge  to  the  Jury. 

United  States,  testified  that  he  experienced  some  difficulty, 
on  Jane  29th,  in  attempting  to  get  train  No.  4,  which  is  a 
mail  train,  and  came  from  Ogden,  out  of  Sacramento,-— in 
attempting  to  get  her  through.  He  testifies  that  he  was  re- 
quested by  his  superintendent,  Mr.  Wright,  to  back  up  the 
engine  and  mail  car  and  express  car, — ^he  thinks  it  was  cou- 
pled to  the  engine, — ^to  couple  on  to  the  balance  of  the  train 
that  was  left  in  the  upper  yard,  and  pull  it  down  the  depot 
He  did  so.  While  pulling  the  train  down  in  the  depot,  some- 
thing was  thrown  at  him  while  he  was  on  the  engine.  After 
he  saw  what  it  was, — ^it  proved  to  be  a  monkey  wrench, — ^he 
got  the  train  down  to  about  its  usual  stopping  place,  and 
stopped  there.  After  considerable  persuasion  he  got  the  en- 
gineer and  a  fireman  on  the  en^ne,  and  got  the  train  started. 
The  train  had  not  moved  a  great  ways — about  60  yards — 
when  the  drawbridge  was  swung  open,  and  the  train  had 
to  stop.  This  is  the  drawbridge  across  the  Sacramento 
river.  There  was  no  vessel  in  sight  to  occasion  the  opening 
of  the  bridge.  It  was  opened  only  for  the  purpose  of  stop- 
ping the  train  at  that  time.  There  was  quite  a  crowd  run- 
ning down  by  the  drawbridge  just  prior  to  the  time  it  was 
opened. 

Mr.  Knox  gives  the  following  version  of  what  transpired 
respecting  the  opening  of  the  drawbridge:  He  says  that  on 
the  morning  of  the  29th  No.  4  came  in.  He  guesses  she  got 
in  about  6  o'clock, — somewhere  around  there.  She  came  in 
with  an  engine,  mail,  bag-  [762]  gage,  and  express  car.  He 
went  to  Mr.  Sanlpaugh, — ^he  was  the  engineer  that  was  going 
out  on  that  train, — and  asked  him  if  he  was  going  to  do  any 
switching  there.  He  said  no,  he  was  not ;  they  would  have  to 
get  some  one  else  to  do  their  switching.  Mr.  Wright  came 
down  there  when  they  were  talking,  and  asked  him  if  he 
would  back  up  to  Sixth  or  Seventh  street,  he  believes  he 
said,  and  get  the  balance  of  the  train.  Mr.  Saulpaugh  sug- 
gested that  it  would  be  a  pretty  good  idea  to  get  Mr.  Clark  or 
Mr.  Heintzelman  to  do  that.  They  sent  for  Mr.  Clark.  The 
witness  here  stated  that  before  this  strike  was  ordered  it  was 
an  understood  thing  with  Mr.  Wright  and  the  committee 
that  they  should  do  all  in  their  power  to  prevent  any  damage 
being  done.    On  his  (Wright's)  side  he  was  to  give  them 
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permission  to  talk  to  the  crews,  engineers,  conductors,  fire- 
men, and  brakemen,  and  see  if  they  could  induce  th^n  to 
stay  with  them.  When  Mr.  Clark  came  over  they  had  the 
right  to  talk  to  him  to  see  if  they  could  induce  him  not  to 
back  up  to  get  the  cars.  After  they  talked  with  him  a  while 
he  turned  around  and  said  he  did  not  want  any  of  this  in  it 
They  simply  asked  him  if  he  wanted  to  scab  on  his  own  son. 
His  son  was  working  there.  He  said  he  did  not  want  to 
have  anything  to  do  with  this,  and  turned  around  and  went 
away.  Heintzelman  came,  after  some  time,  got  up  on  the 
engine,  and  the  first  thing  Knox  saw  was  a  monkey  wrench 
coming  out  of  the  engine,  which  pretty  nearly  hit  him.  They 
backed  up.  While  they  were  up  there,  he,  with  the  balance 
of  the  committee,  went  through  the  shops,  to  notify  the  men 
that  the  strike  had  been  decided  on.  While  they  were  going 
through  the  shops  a  man  was  sent  over  after  them  to  tell  them 
that  the  drawbridge  was  open,  and  to  ask  them  to  come  and 
see  if  they  could  not  get  it  closed.  He  ran  over  there,  and 
sent  some  men  out  in  a  boat  to  close  the  bridge, — ^Mr.  Hatch 
and  Mr.  Jefford,  and  two  or  three  more.  They  closed  the 
bridge,  and  he  went  back  and  told  Mr.  Saulpaugh  that  the 
bridge  was  closed.  After  the  bridge  was  closed,  he  told  Mr. 
Hatch  to  go  up  to  Mr.  Wright's  office  and  get  a  lock, — a  Yale 
lock, — and  put  it  on  there,  so  that  the  bridge  could  not  be 
opened.  Mr.  Hatch  went  and  got  the  lock  and  locked  it  on 
the  bridge,  so  that  they  couldn't  open  it 

Both  Hatch  and  Jefford  corroborated  Ejiox  with  req[>ect 
to  the  latter's  statement  that  he  sent  them  to  dose  the  bridge, 
and  Hatch,  further,  as  to  the  lock  being  procured  at  Knox's 
instance,  and  being  placed  by  Hatch  on  the  bridge. 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  pro- 
mote, carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (8) 
"  by  burning  and  destroying  bridges,  trestles,  culverts,  over 
which  such  trains  necessarily  and  usually  would  pass," 

TRESTLE  NO.  2,  NEAR*  SACRAMENTO. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  the  wreck  of  train  No. 
4  at  trestle  No.  2,  near  Sacramento : 

Mr.  Baldwin,  who  saw  the  wreck  of  the  delayed  train 
No.  4  at  trestle  No.  2  about  two  hours  after  it  occuired,  teeti- 
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fied  on  direct  examination  that  the  baggage  and  mail  cars 
were  off  the  track.  When  he  says  '^  baggage,"  it  might  have 
been  express  cars  with  the  baggage.  [753]  One  mail  car 
was  badly  damaged;  also  a  baggage  car  badly  damaged; 
also  two  mail  cars  slightly  damaged.  These  cars  were  on 
the  side,  smashed  over.  Some  of  them  had  reached  the 
water.  He  made  an  examination  of  the  trestle.  The  engine 
apparently  had  gone  probably  three  or  four  car  lengths 
before  it  went  off  the  trestle.  The  trestle  is  about  800  or  400 
feet  in  lengfat.  He  found  that  the  east  end  of  it,  especially 
the  north  side,  was  badly  smashed  in,  as  though  the  bridge 
had  been  weakened  and  smashed  down ;  the  bents  slivered  up, 
the  ties  all  broken  very  much  more  on  that  end  of  the  bridge 
than  further  along,  right  at  once  where  the  engine  struck 
the  bridge.  The  trestle  was  very  badly  crushed  in  on  the 
east  side,  towards  Sacramento,  immediately  where  it  joins 
the  track,  the  embankment,  two  or  three  car  lengths  frcnn 
where  the  engine  lay  in  the  water.  Then  the  train  lay  all 
along  the  trestle  on  to  the  embankm^it.  The  trestle,  where 
it  joined  the  embankment,  was  very  badly  slivered;  there 
was  only  a  piece  of  about  six  or  eight  inches  where  the  ties 
were  solid  enough  to  walk  on.  The  trestle  was  all  crushed 
in  below  the  ties  at  that  comer. 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  Baldwin  tends  to  show  that  the 
trestle  was  blown  up,  and  that  delayed  train  No.  4  was 
wrecked.  I  will  not  take  up  your  time  in  reading  to  you 
all  the  testimony  introduced  by  the  prosecution  tending  to 
show  that  the  trestle  was  blown  up  by  members  of  the 
American  Bailway  Union,  and  was  a  part  of  the  conspiracy 
to  obstruct  and  retard  the  mails,  and  restrain  interstate  com- 
merce, nor  such  testimony  as  has  been  put  in  by  the  defense 
contradictory  of  such  design,  or  as  to  the  participants  en- 
gaged in  such  affair,  or  as  to  being  or  playing  any  part 
in  the  policy  or  plan  of  the  members  of  the  American  Rail- 
way Union  in  carrying  on  the  strike  between  themselves  and 
the  Pullman  cars.  The  details  of  this  unfortunate  catas- 
trophe, as  told  by  the  witnesses  on  the  stand,  are  doubtless 
fresh  in  your  minds.  The  testimony  tends  to  show  that  a 
train  was  made  up  in  Sacramento  on  July  11th  last  for  Oak- 
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land,  to  be  sent  by  the  way  of  DavisviUe.  It  left  Sacramento 
a  few  minutes  past  12  o'clock,  under  charge  of  Conductor 
Reynolds,  with  Samuel  Clark  as  the  engineer  and  Danicamp 
for  fireman.  On  the  train  was  postal  derk  J.  A.  Brown, 
in  charge  of  the  United  States  mail.  Lieut  Skerrey  and 
a  number  of  United  States  soldiers  were  on  the  train  for 
its  protection,  some  of  the  troops  being  on  the  engine.  The 
train  consisted  of  four  mail  cars,  baggage,  passenger  coaches, 
and  a  Pullman.  About  two  miles  west  of  Sacramento,  in 
crossing  trestle  No.  2,  the  engine  and  four  of  the  cars  were 
thrown  from  the  track  into  the  slough.  Clark,  the  engineer, 
and  four  soldiers  were  killed.  The  jurisdiction  to  try  and 
punish  the  parties  who  were  guilty  of  murder  in  this  das* 
tardly  affair  belongs  to  the  state.  It  is  only  for  you  to  as- 
certain who  were  the  parties  to  the  conspiracy  that  brought 
about  this  terrible  result,  that  you  may  determine  who  were 
responsible  for  the  minor  offenses  involved  in  the  stoppage  of 
the  United  States  mails  and  interstate  commerce.  You  will 
recall  the  testimony  of  the  boy  Sherbum,  who  drove  the 
wagon  carrying  Worden  and  others  out  to  a  point  near  trestle 
No.  2  just  prior  to  the  time  [754]  the  wreck  occurred,  and 
the  testimony  of  Knoblauch,  Reed,  and  Winney  as  to  the 
declarations  and  conduct  of  the  parties  who,  the  testimony 
tends  to  show,  were  sent  out  by  the  American  Railway 
Union  along  the  line  of  the  road,  and  for  a  purpose.  What 
was  that  purpose?  To  guard  the  road,  or  to  wreck  that 
train  t    It  is  for  you  to  determine. 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  promote^ 
carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (9)  ^'  by  loos- 
ening, removing,  and  displacing  the  rails  of  the  trades  of 
said  railroad." 

TBESTLB  NO.  2,  NBAB  8AGRAMBNT0. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  the  track  at  trestle  No. 
2,  near  Sacramento : 

Mr.  Baldwin,  who  testified  that  he  saw  the  wreck  of  de- 
layed train  No.  4  shortly  after  the  catastrophe,  testified  that 
he  made  a  little  diagram  of  the  position  of  the  rails.  The 
north  rail  was  swung  over  across  the  south  rail.    It  appar- 
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ently  had  been  forced  over,  lifted  over.  He  found  there, 
right  at  the  joint  a  nut,  three  washers,  and  two  spikes.  They 
were  loose, 

RED  BLUFF. 

The  following  was  testified  to  as  having  occurred  at  B^ 
Bluff: 

Joseph  C.  Day,  roundhouse  foreman  for  the  Southern  Pa- 
cific Company  at  Bed  Bluff,  testified  that  the  spikes  and  the 
bolts  were  pulled  out  of  a  rail  on  the  main  line.  This  was 
between  1  and  2  in  the  morning  of  July  1st  last.  He  went 
to  the  coal  bin,  just  a  little  ways  from  the  turntable,  to  see 
if  the  coal  bin  was  all  right,  and  there  were  four  men  right 
across  the  other  side  of  the  fence,  working  at  the  rail.  They 
had  shovels  there.  He  went  to  the  turntable,  and  stood  there 
talking  to  the  fireman,  when  the  four  men  came  down  with 
those  tools  in  their  hands.  They  came  right  from  the  direc- 
tion where  the  rail  was  tampered  with.  He  could  hear  them 
working  with  shovels,  scratching  away  dirt  and  covering  it 
up.  He  was  not  there  more  than  a  couple  of  minutes.  He 
went  back  to  the  roundhouse.  He  saw  John  Shade,  John 
Salstrum,  Bobert  Lang,  and  George  Werhing  coming  from 
this  direction.  Mr.  Shade  had  a  claw  bar  in  his  hand.  Sal- 
strum  and  Lang  had  a  shovel  apiece.  He  did  not  see  any- 
thing ki  Werhing's  hands.  A  daw  bar  is  a  long  bar  made 
in  the  shape  of  a  claw,  for  drawing  spikes.  He  examined 
that  rail  an  hour  afterwards,  and  found  the  spikes  pulled 
from  a  rail  and  a  half,  the  bolts  taken  from  the  fishplates 
and  left  lying  on  the  ground.    He  put  the  bolts  back  himself. 

J.  F.  Heaney,  called  for  the  defense,  who  was  at  Bed  Bluff 
on  the  occasion  detailed  by  the  preceding  witness,  with  ref- 
erence to  the  displacing  of  the  rail  states  that  he  may  know 
John  Shade,  Salstrum,  Lang,  and  Werhing,  but  he  does  not 
know  them  by  name;  that  he  is  pretty  sure  that  they  did  not 
belong  to  the  A.  B.  U.  at  that  time ;  tiiat  they  had  no  connec- 
tion with  him  there. 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  promote, 
carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (10)  "by 
greasing  the  rails,** 
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[755]  BED  BLU7P. 

The  following  testimony  was  given  as  to  what  transpired 
at  Sed  Bluff  with  reference  to  greasing  of  rails: 

John  Kelly,  a  fireman  employed  by  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company  prior  to  the  strike,  but  who  went  out  with  the  A.  B. 
U.,  testifies  on  direct  examination,  as  to  the  part  he  took,  with 
other  members  of  the  A.  R.  U.,  in  greasing  the  rails  north  of 
Red  Bluff,  that  on  July  1st,  at  about  3  o'clock  in  the  morning, 
he  was  about  four  miles  north  of  Bed  Bluff;  that  he  was 
greasing  the  track;  that  there  were  with  him  Bill  Bay,  Joe 
Hill,  Clodtf elder,  and  Archie  Montanya;  that  Montanya  is 
a  member  of  the  A.  B.  U.;  that  he  was  bn  strike;  that  they 
went  about  four  miles  further  than  Bed  Bluff,  and  greased 
the  track,  coming  towards  Bed  Bluff,  for  about  three  miles. 
This  was  done  with  engine  oil.  Both  rails  were  greased. 
They  just  rubbed  it  on.  There  is  a  down-hill  grade  from 
Bed  Bluff,  going  north,  for  about  a  mile,  and  then  for  about 
three  miles  it  is  up  hill.  It  is  a  pretty  steep  grade.  They  got 
the  oil  with  which  they  greased  the  rails  from  the  round- 
house,— ^from  the  oil  tanks.  They  had  oil  cans  from  the  en- 
gines, and  buckets  with  which  to  carry  it.  They  got  through 
greasing  about  4  o'clock.  There  was  not  any  oil  left  in  one  of 
the  tanks. 

The  witnesses  J.  C.  Shepler,  William  Sheehan,  and  J.  B. 
Hill  all  deny  that  they  participated  in,  or  know  anything 
about,  the  greasing  of  the  rails  as  testified  to  by  the  witness 
Kelly. 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  pro- 
mote, carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (11) 
"by  stopping  trains  upon  railway  crossings,  and  upon 
switches,  and  by  forcibly  refusing  to  allow  such  trains  to  be 
hauled  from  such  crossings  and  switches." 

SACRAMENTO. 

The  following  testimony  was  given  as  to  what  took  place 
at  Sacramento  with  reference  to  obstructing  one  of  the  rail- 
way crossings: 

C.  A.  Newton,-  night  yardmaster  for  the  Southern  Pacific 
Company,  called  for  the  United  States,  testified  on  direct  ex- 
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amination  that  the  three  main  tracks  leading  into  the  Sacra- 
mento depot  were  blocked  with  trains  and  engines  from  the 
1st  to  the  11th  of  July  9 — blocked  east,  west,  and  south.  One 
of  the  tracks  leads  in  off  the  Western  Division,  called 
^^ South;"  one  leads  off  the  Sacramento  Division,  called 
"  East; "  one  leads  in  from  the  California  Pacific,  **  West," — 
that  is  called  the  '^California  Pacific  Division."  These 
tracks  lead  both  in  and  out.  The  roundhouse  is  situated 
north  of  the  depot.  There  are  several  tracks  leading  from 
the  roundhouse  to  the  main  track.  There  is  one  track  direct 
to  the  roundhouse  from  the  main  track,  that  one  can  go  to 
the  roundhouse  straight  from,  without  doing  any  switching. 
There  is  another  track  that  one  can  switch  in  off  the  main 
track,  and  there  are  several  switches  to  throw  to  get  to  the 
roundhouse.  All  of  these  tracks  were  blocked  between  the 
1st  and  11th  of  July.  By  '^  blocked  "  he  means  trains  and 
engines  were  on  the  tracks.  The  engines  were  dead ;  they  had 
no  steam  in  them.  Some  of  the  trains  were  made  up,  and 
some  of  them,  that  were  coming  into  the  yard,  [766]  that 
were  stopped  on  the  main  track.  On  Sunday,  the  1st  of  July, 
the  yard  was  in  such  a  condition  that  trains  could  not 
pass  through  the  Sacramento  depot  east  or  west  He  knows 
the  exact  condition  of  the  tracks  on  the  1st  of  July  last. 
The  main  track  from  the  west  had,  on  the  crossing  leading 
to  the  roundhouse,  No.  4  engine,  just  about  to  enter  the  cross- 
ing to  go  to  the  roundhouse.  Then  there  was  an  engine  that 
came  in  on  No.  69,  on  the  29th  of  June.  Both  pilots  came 
together  right  on  the  crossing.  That  blocked  the  main  track 
to  the  roundhouse  and  another  track,  that  we  used  to  let 
freight  trains  up  and  down  on,  called  the  '^  old  main  track." 
Crossing  Washington,  which  is  on  the  other  side  of  the  river, 
in  Yolo  county,  the  coaches,  the  smoker,  and  the  mail  car  and 
the  baggage  car  stood  there  in  Washington.  One  of  the 
coaches  was  shoved  part  of  the  way  in  on  a  siding,  and  the 
other  coaches  run  down  against  it.  That  blocked  that  track. 
On  the  Western  Division  there  were  some  three  or  four 
freight  and  passenger  trains  down  on  the  main  track,  mixed 
up,  part  on  a  siding  and  part  on  the  main  track.  On  the 
Sacramento  Division  the  cars  were  sandwiched  in  every 
way, — off  the  track  and  on  the  track,  coaches  among  sleepers, 
1087a*-6.  Poc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 34 
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and  fruit  cars,  and  everything  else.  That  made  the  blockade 
complete.  As  night  master  he  has  control  of  the  movement 
of  all  trains  and  engines  in  the  Sacramento  yard. 

The  testimony  of  Qreenlaw,  Compton,  Knox,  and  others  is 
to  the  effect  that  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  this  obstruc- 
tion, and  that  the  American  Bailway  Union  did  not  counte- 
nance, nor  was  in  any  way  responsible  for,  it. 

Another  of  the  means  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  promote, 
carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  is  (12),  "by 
compelling  the  employ^  of  said  railroad  company  to  leave 
their  trains,  shops,  and  the  work  of  said  company  while  in 
the  performance  of  their  duties." 

OAKLAND. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  what  occurred  at  Oak- 
land: 

C.  F.  Hall,  general  foreman  of  the  railroad  shops  at  West 
Oakland,  called  for  the  United  States,  testified  on  direct 
examination  that  men  in  his  shops  were  prevented  from  do- 
ing any  work.  He  cannot  name  any  of  the  parties  who  pre- 
vented his  men  from  working,  but  they  had  a  machinist 
working  in  there,  with  a  helper,  and  they  were  taken  out  by  a 
crowd  that  came  in  there.  He  could  not  now  recognize  any 
of  the  faces  of  the  crowd.  The  same  witness  further  testi- 
fied that  the  crowds  that  came  in  took  out  the  men  that  they 
had  to  work  there, — pushed  them  out  of  the  shops, — they  took 
hold  of  them  with  their  hands  and  shoved  them  out.  Can- 
not name  or  designate  or  identify  any  men  who  were  forced 
out  of  the  shops,  who  were  forcibly  prevented  from  working. 
Cannot  identify  the  men  by  their  employment  in  the  shops. 
This  was  on  the  4th  of  July.  He  saw  four  men  puAed  out 
He  saw  the  stationary  engineer  taken  out.  He  was  sur- 
rounded by  a  gang  that  were  forcing  him  out, — ^telling  him 
to  get  out.  They  put  their  hands  on  him.  Referring  to  the 
persons  who  thus  prevented  the  men  in  the  shops  from  work- 
ing, the  witness  stated  that  one  would  not  see  the  same  parties 
there  [767]  every  time.  In  the  forenoon  there  were  proba- 
bly 150  or  200  men.  In  the  afternoon,  about  4  o'clock,  he 
should  judge  about  800  came  in,  and  so  it  was.    There  were 
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small  bodies  coming  in  frequently.    These  crowds  were  com- 
posed partly  of  strikers, — he  would  not  say  largely. 

BS>  BLUFF* 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  what  occurred  at  Red 
Bluff: 

William  H.  Jones,  agent  and  train  master  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  Company  at  Red  Bluff,  called  for  the  United  States, 
testified  that  on  the  4th  of  July  he  did  not  remain  in  the  con- 
tinued occupancy  of  the  telegraph  office  at  Red  Bluff.  The 
telegraph  office  is  his  office.  It  is  under  his  charge.  It  is 
the  railroad  office,  the  railroad  wires  doing  the  business  of 
the  railroad  company.  Mr.  Clodtfelder  and  Mr.  Demmick 
took  possession  of  the  office,  and  ordered  him  and  his  opera- 
tor out.  Hiis  was  at  9 :30  of  the  morning  of  the  4th  of  July. 
He  asked  them  what  for.  He  was  told,  "  We  have  decided  to 
close  this  office,  and  we  want  you  to  get  out,"  and  they  locked 
it  up.  He  immediately  had  the  operator  cut  out  the  instru- 
ments, and  locked  the  office  and  left.  Both  Demmick  and 
Clodtfelder  are  operators,  and  have  run  both  stations.  They 
were  on  the  strike  at  the  time.  Before  the  strike  they  were 
brakemen.  He  regained  possession  of  the  telegraph  office 
at  6  o'clock  in  the  evening.  They,  Cloiitfelder  and  Dem- 
mick, opened  it  for  their  own  use  at  about  1  o'clock.  He 
was  notified  that  he  could  come  back  to  the  office.  Mr.  Har- 
per, another  brakeman, — a  striker, — also  a  leader,  notified 
him  that  they  had  opened  the  office  for  their  own  benefit,  or 
their  own  use,  and  he  could  come  there  and  see  nothing  was 
disturbed.  He  did  so.  He  went  down  after  about  half  an 
hour.  Mr.  Demmick  and  Mr.  Clodtfelder,  Mr.  Shepler,  Mr. 
Heaney,  came  in  at  one  time.  Those  that  remained  there 
all  the  time  were  Clodtfelder  and  Demmick.  They  used  the 
office.  His  operator  was  telegraphing  for  them.  The  lines 
were  working,  and  they  were  using  the  keys.  Clodtfelder 
and  Heaney  both  told  him  he  could  have  possession  of  the 
office.  Then  he  took  possession.  The  night  operator  comes 
on  at  6  and  they  took  possession  of  the  office  until  probably 
half  past  9  or  10  of  the  evening,  when  another  gang  came  in 
and  said  they  had  decided  to  close  the  office,  and  out  they 
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went  The  other  gang  were  Frierson  and  Boiler.  Both 
were  brakemen.  They  were  on  strike.  He  thinks  there 
were  others  there  wiUi  Frierson  and  Boiler  at  that  time. 
There  were  about  17  there  after  the  station  train  had  left 
for  Sacramento, — about  15  or  17.  He  does  not  recollect  who 
was  there  particularly,  but  those  two  men^came  to  the  office. 
They  said:  "We  have  decided  to  close  your  office.''  He 
asked, "  For  what  reason  ? ''  They  could  not  give  any  reason 
at  first.  They  went  out  and  consulted  together,  several  of 
them,  outside  on  the  platform.  They  held  a  meeting.  They 
came  back,  and  he  said,  "  Have  you  decided  why  you  are  go- 
ing to  close  me  up? "  or  "  that  you  are  going  to  close  me  up?" 
They  said,  "  Yes,  we  are  going  to  close  you  up  for  the  same 
reason  that  you  were  closed  this  morning."  That  is  all  the 
reason  they  gave. 

1758]  J.  C.  Shepler,  called  for  the  defense,  admits  that  the 
telegraph  office  was  taken  possession  of  by  the  men  who 
were  out  on  strike  that  day,  and  that  he  may  have  been  there 
while  it  was  in  the  exclusive  control  of  those  men,  but  he 
denies  that  he,  with  others,  put  Jones  out,  or  told  him  he 
had  to  get  out. 

Finally,  the  indictment  charges  that  it  was  sought  to  pro- 
mote, carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  conspiracy  "by 
using  all  such  other  forcible  means  as  to  them  should  seem 
expedient  to  prevent  for  an  indefinite  period  the  use  of 
the  said  railway  for  the  transportation  of  the  mails  of  the 
United  States  and  interstate  commerce." 

RED  BLUFF* 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  Bed  Bluff: 

MnXEB  HOOKS. 

John  Kelly,  previously  referred  to  as  one  who  went  out 
on  the  strike  at  Bed  Bluff,  and  who  had  been  previously  em- 
ployed by  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  as  a  fireman, 
called  as  a  witness  for  the  government,  testified  on  direct 
examination  that  he  recollects  train  No.  15  coming  into 
Bed  Bluff  about  half  past  4  (of  July  1st  last).  The  train 
was  prevented  from  going  on.    The  bolts  were  taken  out  of 
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the  Miller  hooks.  He  only  noticed  Will  Ray,  Bichard  Roe 
(Joe  llill)  engaged  in  doing  this,  and  he  was  there  himself. 
He  noticed  what  they  were  doing.  These  men  whom  he  has 
mentioned  were  members  of  the  A.  R.  U.  They  were  among 
the  strikers.  They  took  the  bolts  out  of  the  Miller  hooks, 
so  that  they  could  not  pull  the  train,  and  marked  them  all, 
and  put  them  in  a  sack. 

Joseph  B.  Hill,  the  person  referred  to  in  the  testimony  of 
the  witness  Kelly,  just  quoted,  was  called  for  the  defense, 
and  stated  that  he  was  present  when  the  Portland  express 
came  in;  that  he  did  not  see  any  safety  chains  or  brake 
diains  taken  off,  nor  did  he  see  any  one  at  work  taking  off 
bolts  or  nuts  from  that  train.  He  states,  however,  that  all 
this  could  have  been  done  without  his  knowing  it;  that  there 
was  quite  a  crowd  around  the  station  at  the  time  the  train 
came  in.  He  states  that  he  did  not  see  Ray  there,  nor  Rich- 
ard Roe. 

DUNSMUIH. 

The  following  testimony  relates  to  Dunsmuir: 

BJBOTKD  IBOM  TEUDQBAPH  OmOE. 

James  Agler,  superintendent  of  the  Shasta  Division,  from 
Red  Bluff  to  Ashland,  Or.,  called  for  the  United  States,  testi- 
fied as  to  his  being  dispossessed  from  the  telegraph  office  at  the 
station  as  follows :  That  he  has  a  telegraph  office  at  the  sta- 
tion at  Dunsmuir;  that  on  the  4th  of  July,  from  10:80  until 
12:15  p.  m.,  he  was  dispossessed.  After  detailing  how  a 
crowd  of  80  or  40  strikers  rushed  into  the  office,  the  witness 
states  that  Conductor  Seyler  was  the  man  who  did  the  talk- 
ing. He  said :  "  We  are  in  here,  and  we  have  got  to  have 
this  office.''  He  (witness)  said:  "I  don't  see  how  you  can 
[769]  do  this."  Seyler  replied:  **  We  have  got  to  have  it" 
That  it  looked  a  little  shaky.  Agler  told  the  dispatcher: 
"You  had  better  go  home.  It  seems  they  want  the  office, 
and  I  guess  they  are  going  to  have  it."  He  went  out.  Agler 
passed  out,  and  went  upstairs  to  the  resident  engineer's 
office,  and  was  upstairs  there  26  or  80  minutes.  The  witness 
then  goes  on  to  state  who  was  there,  and  whether  those  per- 
sons had  been  in  the  employ  of  the  railroad  company.    To 
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the  question,  '^  Q.  Were  these  men  who  came  into  your  office 
at  that  time  then  in  the  employ  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Com- 
pany ?"  he  answers,  "A.  No,  sir;  they  were  not.  Q.  Of  what 
class  was  the  crowd  made  up?  A.  Employes;  train  men, 
car  men,  machinists  of  all  the  different  departments.  There 
was  a  large  crowd  of  them.  A  Juror :  Q.  Men  who  had  been 
in  the  employ  of  the  company  t  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q.  They  were 
not  at  that  time?  A.  No,  sir."  The  witness  further  states 
that  after  going  upstairs  he  saw  these  people*  get  the  ^igine 
No.  1762  out  of  the  roundhouse,  which  pulled  the  irregular 
train  out  of  Dunsmuir.  At  12 :  15  he  was  notified  by  them 
that  they  were  ready  to  turn  the  office  back  to  him.  Hie  there- 
upon went  to  the  office.    At  12 :  20  they  pulled  out. 

DUNSMUIB. 

The  following  testimony  also  relates  what  took  place  at 
Dunsmuir : 

IBBBOULAB   TBAIN   FBOM    DUNSMUIB   TO   SACRAMENTO. 

The  same  witness  ( Agler)  testifies  as  to  this  irregular  train 
substantially  as  follows:  That  on  the  4th  of  July  a  train 
went  from  Dunsmuir  to  Sacramento.  Did  not  baiow  who 
ordered  it  out.  Saw  the  engine  getting  out.  Saw  the  train 
made  up.  It  was  not  a  regular  train.  Had  an  engine  and 
two  cars.  The  instructions  from  the  railroad  officials  con- 
cerning the  movement  of  trains  came  to  no  other  person  than 
himself.  He  states  that  he  received  no  instructions  from  his 
superiors  in  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  concerning  the 
movement  of  this  train.  The  train  went  without  his  au- 
thority. Witness  knew  a  good  many  men  that  went  on  that 
train.  Some  45  left  Dunsmuir  on  it.  He  saw  one  Seyler, 
Littlefield,  Walthers,  Roberts,  Price,  Parrish.  These  men 
had  been  employes  of  the  railroad  company  up  to  the  28th  of 
June.  H.  L.  Walthers  was  running  the  engine.  Ckmductor 
Seyler  seemed  to  be  in  charge  of  her.  He  noticed  guns  in 
the  car.  He  had  a  conversation  with  Seyler  just  before  the 
train  pulled  out  He  explained  to  him  that  the  coach  and 
engine  that  was  carrying  Mrs.  Stanford  from  Red  Bluff  to 
Dunsmuir  had  the  right  of  way,  and  that  he  did  not  want 
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him  to  leave  there  with  a  train  that  he  had  no  right  to.  Sey- 
ler  replied,  "  We  have  received  a  message  from  Sacramento 
and  must  go  there,  and  are  going/'    Then  they  pulled  out 

In  this  connection  it  might  be  well  to  refer  to  the  following 
telegram,  Exhibit  No.  687,  which  reads: 

"  July  4,  1894.  T6  H.  L.  Walthers,  Dnnsnralr,  Gal. :  One  tboosand 
cayalrTmen  and  mUitiaioen  bese.  Come  with  wbole  outfit  by  train, 
without  orders,  at  once.    H.  A.  Knox." 

[760]  It  will  be  noticed  that  this  telegram  is  dated  on  the 
same  day  that  this  irregular  train  in  charge  of  Walthers  left 
Dunsmuir. 

Walthers,  who  was  called  for  the  defense,  admits  that  on 
the  morning  of  July  4th  a  message  arrived  in  Dunsmuir,  pur- 
porting to  have  come  from  Mr.  Knox  at  Sacramento,  ask- 
ing the  men  to  come  down, — asking  their  assistance, — ^to  come 
to  Sacramento.    Walthws  testified  as  follows: 

*'  Tbe  message  was  read  to  aU  tbose  present,  members  and  outsiders, 
men  and  employ^  In  general,  and  they  all  signified  their  intention  of 
going.  They  all  said  they  would  go,  and  they  left  in  a  body,  went  down 
there,  prepared  an  engine  and  ooacb,  met  the  mail  agent,  and  told  him 
we  were  going  to  Sacramento.  I  could  not  state  positively  whether  we 
asked  him  to  go  with  us,  or  whether  he  put  the  question." 

He  states  that  they  had  a  number  of  guns  on  the  train, — 
perhaps  35.  He  states  that  the  train  was  running  without 
any  orders  at  all.  There  were  no  orders  from  the  company  to 
nm  the  train.  He  further  states  that  he  does  not  think  Mr. 
Agler  could  have  stopped  his  train. 

M.  C.  Roberts,  who  was  the  secretary  of  the  American  Rail- 
way Union  at  Dunsmuir,  of  which  Walthers  was  president, 
testifies  to  substantially  the  same  facts  as  Walthers. 

You  will  also  recall  that  there  is  testimony  with  reference 
to  an  irregular  train  from  Truckee  to  Sacramento,  which  ar- 
rived at  the  latter  place  about  July  4th;  and  another  from 
Lathrop  to  Sacramento,  on  the  night  of  July  10th.  You  will 
observe  that,  so  far,  I  have  not  alluded  to  the  testimony  tend- 
ing to  show  acts  committed  by  the  defendants  at  Palo  Alto 
on  the  6th  of  July,  although  the  indictment  brings  that  place 
within  the  range  of  such  testimony  as  I  have  referred  to  tend- 
ing to  show  the  means  to  be  employed  in  carrying  out  the  con- 
ipiracy.  I  have,  however,  deferred  reference  to  this  tesitmony 
until  we  reach  the  consideration  of  the  overt  acts  charged 
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to  have  been  committed  by  the  defendants,  when  such  testi- 
mony may  then  be  considered  in  the  double  aspect,  namely, 
as  tending  to  show,  not  only  the  overt  acts  required  to  be 
established  by  the  statute,  but  also  as  tending  to  show  the 
means  whereby  the  conspiracy  was  to  be  carried  out. 

I  have  now  directed  your  attenticm  to  the  testimony  which 
it  is  claimed  by  the  prosecution  tends  to  establish  the  means 
whereby  the  conspiracy  was  to  be  promoted,  carried  out, 
effected,  and  executed ;  that  is  to  say,  it  is  claimed  that  such 
means  were,  in  fact,  used,  and  were  part  and  parcel  of  the 
conspiracy;  that  the  acts  concerning  which  testimony  has 
been  given  were  unlawful  acts,  which  entered  into  and  became 
part  of  the  crime  of  conspiracy  to  prevent  the  use  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  Railways  in  this  district  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  United  Stat^  mails  and  interstate  commerce.  I 
have,  however,  not  attempted  to  exhaust  the  testimony  pre- 
sented for  the  prosecution  and  defense,  nor  are  you  to  con- 
clude or  assume  that,  in  your  deliberations  upon  these  mat- 
ters, you  are  confined  to  the  testimony  refen'ed  to  by  me.  I 
have  merely  attempted  to  classify  the  general  features  in 
such  a  way  that  you  may  be  able  to  apply  the  law,  as  I  Shall 
give  it  to  you,  to  the  facts  as  you  may  find  them.  It  is  for 
you  to  determine  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  not  alone  from 
the  testimony  I  [761]  have  alluded  to,  but  from  any  and 
all  parts  of  the  evidence,  whether  any  one  or  more  of  such 
acts  as  have  been  referred  to  was  or  were,  in  fact,  committed ; 
and,  if  you  should  so  determine,  whether  any  one  or  more 
of  them  was  or  were  the  means  conspired  to  be  used  to  pro- 
mote, carry  out,  effect,  and  execute  the  object  of  the  con- 
spiracy, as  charged  in  the  indictment.  For,  after  all,  the 
i-eal  question  is  not  whether  these  acts  were,  in  fact, 
committed,  but  whether  these  acts,  or  some  of  them,  wan 
or  were  the  means  to  be  used  to  carry  out  the  conspiracy. 
You  will  observe  that  it  is  not  necessary,  to  establish  this 
element  of  the  conspiracy,  that  you  should  find  that  all  the 
means  charged  were  to  be  used  in  carrying  out  its  purpose. 
If  you  find  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  there  was  a  con- 
spiracy to  commit  the  offense  charged,  it  will  be  sufficient  if 
you  also  find  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  one  of  the  acts 
charged  was  to  be  the  means  for  carrying  out  and  executing 
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that  conspiracy.  We  have  now  arrived  at  a  stage  of  the  case 
where  we  may  properly  refer  to  the  law  applicable  to  the 
conditions  which  it  is  claimed  prevailed  during  the  occur- 
rences now  under  consideration.  With  the  merits  of  the  con- 
troversy between  the  railroad  company  and  its  employes  you 
have  nothing  to  do,  except  in  so  far  as  the  facts  relating 
thereto  may  furnish  evidence  as  to  the  actual  parties  engaged 
in  violating  the  laws  of  the  United  States.  Moreover,  it  is 
no  defense  in  this  case  to  say  that  the  railroad  company  ob- 
structed and  retarded  the  passage  of  the  mails,  or  entered 
into  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce.  If  the 
railroad  company  violated  the  law,  it  should  be  punished, 
but  we  are  here  now  charged  with  the  sole  and  only  duty  of 
determining  whether  these  defendants  at  the  bar  have  been 
engaged  in  a  conspiracy  as  charged  in  the  indictment;  and 
the  testimony  to  which  I  have  referred,  bearing  upon  this 
question,  suggests  certain  questions  of  law,  to  whidi  I  will 
now  direct  your  attention. 

The  testimony  tends  to  show,  as  you  will  remember,  that 
the  boycott  of  the  Pullman  cars  was  declared  by  Debs  at  Chi- 
cago on  June  26th,  to  take  effect  at  noon  on  that  day.  It  did 
not,  however,  take  effect  at  Sacramento  until  about  midnight 
or  early  on  the  morning  of  the  27th,  and  its  first  operation 
in  this  district  appears  to  have  been  to  stop  train  No.  84  at 
Sacramento,  due  to  leave  there  at  10 :  26  in  the  morning,  for 
Oakland  by  the  way  of  Tracy.  This  train,  when  regularly 
made  up,  carries  a  Pullman  car  which  comes  from  Chicago 
to  Sacramento  on  train  No.  2.  The  Pullman  car  is  destined 
for  Los  Angeles,  and  is  carried  from  Sacramento  to  I/athrop, 
where  it  is  attached  to  the  train  for  Los  Angeles.  The  mem- 
bers of  the  American  Railway  Union  at  Sacramento  refused 
to  handle  this  car,  by  reason  of  the  boycott  declared  by  Debs 
at  Chicago  the  day  before.  This  train  carried  the  mails. 
Knox,  speaking  of  this  train,  says : 

"Tbey  [meaning  the  railroad  officials]  refused  to  allow  the  engine 
to  go  without  the  Pullman  car  on.  We  tried  to  induce  Mr.  Wright  to 
let  her  go,  l)ecause  it  was  a  mail  train,  and  we  did  not  want  to  be 
parties  to  holding  the  mail.    He  refused." 

He  says  further: 

"That  train  stood  there  until  leaving  time,  when  it  started  to  pull 
out,  and  perhaps  pulled  four  or  five  car  lengths  out,  and  some  one  ran 
down  out  of  [762]  the  office  and  turned  the  plug  on  the  bind  end  of 
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the  air  hoBe,  and  stopped  the  IsaliL    She  was  backed  up  to  the  depot, 

and  stood  there  for  a  couple  of  weeks." 

A  mail  traiu  is  a  train  as  usually  and  regularly  made  up, 
including,  not  merely  a  mail  car,  but  such  other  cars  as  are 
usually  drawn  in  the  train.  If  the  train  usually  carries  a 
Pullman  car,  then  such  a  train,  as  a  mail  train,  would  include 
the  Pullman  car  as  a  part  of  its  regular  make-up.  The  obli- 
gation which  the  railway  company  is  under,  as  a  common 
carrier,  to  employ  such  resources  as  it  can  command  in  the 
transportation  of  passengers,  mails,  express,  and  freight, 
without  unnecessary  delay,  is  one  thing.  The  claim  that  the 
employ^  of  a  railroad  company  have  the  right  to  say  what 
cars  shall  constitute  a  train  is  quite  another  thing.  It  is  not 
for  the  employes  of  the  railroad  company  to  say  whether  a 
Pullman  car  ^all  constitute  part  of  a  mail  train  or  not 

In  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Clark^  in  the  district  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Eastern  district  of  Pennsylvania  (23 
Int  Rev.  Rec.  306,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14805),  the  defendant  was 
one  of  a  number  of  persons  who  assembled  at  the  depot  of 
the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  at  South  Easton,  Pa.  On  the 
arrival  of  the  mail  train  at  the  depot,  the  defendant,  who  had 
no  connection  with  the  train,  said  to  persons  having  charge 
of  it  that  the  mail  car  could  go  on,  but  not  the  rest  of  the 
train.  The  defendant  afterwards  got  on  the  train,  and, 
with  others,  placed  it  on  a  siding,  where  it  remained  for  sev- 
eral days.  Judge  Cadwallader,  in  charging  the  jury  upon 
these  facts,  said : 

**  The  defendant  is  charged  with  retarding  the  transportation  of  tlie 
mail.  •  •  ♦  The  mail,  in  point  of  fact,  was  retarded,  as  the  post- 
master testifies,  two  or  three  days.  The  occurrence  wliich  retarded 
it,  according  to  the  tendency  of  the  proofs,  was  that  several  persons 
were  assembled  at  the  depot  at  Easton  for  no  lawful  purpose,  and  that 
one  or  more  of  them  declared  that  the  mail  might  go,  but  the  pas- 
senger train  shonld  not  They  uncoupled  the  mail,  and  afterwards 
coupled  it,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  it,  as  they  did,  to  a  siding. 
If  that  was  the  fact,  and  their  purpose  was  to  retard  the  train  which 
transported  the  mail.  It  matters  not,  in  point  of  law,  whether  they 
were  or  were  not  willing  that  the  mail  car  or  baggage  car  or  the 
particular  vehicle  carrying  the  mail  abottld  go." 

The  learned  judge  then  quotes  with  approval,  the  opin- 
ion of  Judge  Drummond  of  Chicago  upon  the  subject,  as 
follows : 

**  In  relation  to  the  transportation  of  the  maUs  by  means  of  rail- 
roads, it  is  true  that  it  appears  by  the  evidenoe  in  this  case  that 
these  defendants  were  willing  that  the  mail  car  should  go,  but  It  most 


Digitized  by 


Google 


UNITED  STATES  V.  CASSIDY.  637 

Charge  to  the  Jury. 

be  borne  in  mind  that  the  mail  car  can  only  go  in  such  a  way  as  to 
enable  the  railroad  to  transport  the  mail  where  there  are  other  cars 
to  accompany  it  It  is  not  practicable,  as  a  general  thing,  for  a  rail- 
road to  transport  a  mail  car  by  itself,  because  that  would  be  at- 
tended by  serious  loss ;  so  that,  while  nominally  they  permit  the  mail 
car  to  go,  they  really,  by  preventing  the  transit  of  other  passenger 
cars,  interfere  with  the  transportation  of  the  mails/' 

The  law  as  thus  declared  by  two  learned  judges  many 
years  ago  is  the  law  to-day.  Apply  that  law  to  this  case  as 
you  find  the  facts  to  be  in  relation  to  train  No.  84  at  Sacra- 
mento on  June  27th ;  and  also  to  train  No.  2  at  Sacramento 
on  June  29th ;  and  train  No.  4  at  Sacramento  on  Jime  28th, 
29th,  and  July  8d,  4th,  and  11th;  train  No.  69,  from  Bed 
Bluff  to  Sacramento,  on  June  29th,  stopped  at  Broderick; 
train  No.  16,  frcHn  Portland  to  San  Francisco,  stopped 
[768]  at  Dunsmuir,  June  28th;  train  No.  15,  from  San  Fran- 
cisco to  Portland,  stopped  at  Red  Bluff,  July  1st;  train  No. 
42,  Santa  Rosa  to  South  Vallejo,  stopped  at  South  Vallejo, 
July  12th;  train  No.  19,  from  San  Francisco  to  San  Jose, 
July  5th;  train  No.  13,  stopped  at  Palo  Alto,  July  6th; 
train  No.  33,  known  as  the  '^  San  Ramon  Train,"  topped 
at  Sixteenth  street  station,  Oakland,  July  3d;  and  train 
No.  1,  known  as  the  "  Santa  Cruz  Narrow-Gkuge  Train," 
at  Alameda  pier,  July  4th.  I  do  not  understand  that  the 
testimony  tends  to  ^ow  that  there  was  any  mail  or  express 
on  the  three  local  trains  stopped  in  the  vicinity  of  tower 
No.  2,  West  Oakland,  on  July  4tii. 

It  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defense  in  this  case  that 
the  boycott  declared  by  tlie  American  Railway  Union  on 
June  26th,  and  the  strike  declared  on  June  29th,  were  in 
themselves  lawful.  The  logical  effect  of  this  contention 
would  be  that,  if  any  unlawful  acts  were  committed  during 
the  pendency  of  the  boycott  and  strike,  they  should  be  sepa- 
rated from  these  general  and  admitted  acts  of  the  American 
Railway  Union.  This  feature  of  the  case  calls  for  the  most 
careful  consideration  of  the  law  as  declared  by  the  courts. 

In  Thomas  v.  Railway  Oo.j  62  Fed-  803,  Judge  Taft,  in  the 

United  States  circuit  court  for  the  Southern  district  of 

Ohio,  determined  that  the  boycott  of  the  Pullman  cars,  as  it 

was  enforced  in  Ohio,  was  unlawful.    The  facts  in  that  case 

were  substantially  the  same  as  in  this  case.    He  said: 

"  The  «nployto  of  the  railway  companies  had  no  grievance  against 
their  employers.    Handling  and  hauling  Pullman  cars  did  not  render 
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liieir  senrices  any  more  bordeiifiome.  They  came  Into  no  actual  rda- 
tion  with  Pullman  in  handling  the  cars.  He  paid  them  no  wages.  He 
did  not  regulate  their  hours,  or  in  any  way  determine  their  serriceB. 
Simply  to  injure  him  in  his  business,  they  were  incited  and  encour- 
aged to  compel  the  railway  companies  to  withdraw  custom  from  him 
by  threats  of  quitting  their  service,  and  actually  quitting  their  serv- 
ice. This  inflicted  an  injury  upon  tiie  companies  that  was  very  great, 
and  it  was  unlawful,  because  it  was  without  lawful  excuse.  All  the 
employes  had  the  right  to  quit  their  employment,  but  they  had  no  right 
to  combine  to  quit  their  employment,  in  order  thereby  to  compel  their 
employer  to  withdraw  from  the  mutually  profitable  relations  with  a 
third  person,  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  that  third  person,  when  the 
relation  thus  sought  to  be  broken  had  no  effect  whatever  upon  the 
character  or  reward  of  their  services.  It  is  the  motive  for  quitting 
and  the  end  sought  thereby  that  makes  the  injury  Involved  unlawful, 
and  the  combination  by  which  it  is  efTected  an  unlawful  combination. 
The  distinction  between  an  ordinary,  lawful,  and  peaceable  strike, 
entered  upon  to  obtain  concessions  in  the  terms  of  the  strikers*  em- 
ployment, and  a  boycott,  is  not  a  fanciful  one,  or  one  which  needs  the 
power  of  fine  distinction  to  determine  which  is  which.  Bvery  laboring 
man  recognizes  the  one  or  the  other  as  quickly  as  the  lawyer  or  the 
Judge.  The  combination  under  discussion  was  a  boycott  Boycotts, 
though  unaccompanied  by  violations  or  intimidations,  have  been  pro- 
nounced unlawful  in  every  state  of  the  United  States  where  the  ques- 
tion has  arisen,  unless  It  be  Minnesota.  They  are  held  to  be  unlawful 
in  England.  •  •  *  But  the  illegal  character  of  this  combination 
with  Debs  at  its  head  and  Phelan  as  an  associate  does  not  depend 
alone  on  the  general  law  of  boycotts.  The  gigantic  character  of  liie 
conspiracy  of  the  American  Railway  Union  staggers  the  imagination. 
The  railroads  have  become  as  necessary  to  life  and  health  and  comfort 
of  the  people  of  this  country  as  are  arteries  in  the  human  body,  and 
yet  Debs  and  Phelan  and  their  associates  proposed,  by  inciting  all  the 
employes  of  all  the  railways  in  the  country  to  suddenly  quit  their 
service,  without  any  dissatisfaction  with  the  terms  of  their  own  em- 
ployment, to  paralyze  utterly  all  the  traffic  by  which  the  people  live, 
and  in  this  way  to  compel  Pullman,  for  whose  acts  neither  the  public 
nor  the  railway  companies  are  In  the  slight-  [764]  est  degree  respon- 
sible, and  over  whose  acts  they  can  lawfully  exercise  no  control,  to 
pay  more  wages  to  his  employ^.  The  merits  of  the  controversy  be- 
tween Pullman  and  his  employ^  have  no  bearing  whatever  on  the 
legality  of  the  combination  effected  through  the  American  Railway 
Union.  The  purpose,  shortly  stated,  was  to  starve  the  railroad  com- 
panies and  the  public  into  compelling  Pullman  to  do  something  which 
they  had  no  lawful  right  to  compel  him  to  do.  Certainly  the  starva- 
tion of  a  nation  cannot  be  a  lawful  purpose  of  a  combination,  and  it  Is 
utterly  immaterial  whether  the  purpose  is  effected  by  means  usually 
lawful  or  otherwise.  More  than  this,  the  combination  is  in  the  teeth 
of  the  act  of  July  2,  18D0,  which  makes  it  an  offense  to  restrain  inter- 
state commerce."    62  Fed.  821. 

'In  U.  S.  V.  Elliottj  Id.  801,  Judge  Thayer,  in  the  United 
States  circuit  court  for  the  Eastern  district  of  Missouri,  states 
the  law  in  the  following  language : 

"A  combination  whose  professed  object  is  to  arrest  the  operation  of 
railroads  whose  lines  extend  from  a  great  city  into  adjoining  states 
until  such  roads  accede  to  certain  demands  made  upon  them,  whether 
such  demands  are  in  themselves  reasonable  or  unreasonable.  Just  or 
unjust,  is  certainly  an  unlawful  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  commerce 
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among  the  states.  Under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  as  well  as  at 
common  law,  men  may  not  conspire  to  accomplish  a  lawful  purpose 
1^  unlawful  means.  Petiibone  v.  U.  8^  148  U.  S.  197, 18  Sup.  Ct  642; 
Com.  y.  Hunt,  4  Mete  (Mass.)  111." 

In  Arthur  v.  Oakes,  11  C-  C.  A.  209,  63  Fed.  824,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Harlan  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  sitting 
in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the  Seventh  circuit,  states 
the  law  in  the  following  terms: 

"It  seems  entirely  clear,  upon  authority,  that  any  combination  or 
conspiracy  upon  the  part  of  its  onployte  would  be  unlawful  which 
has  for  its  object  to  cripple  the  property  in  the  bands  of  the  receivers, 
and  to  embarrass  the  operation  of  the  railroads  under  their  manage- 
ment, and  thereby  disabling  or  rendering  unfit  for  use  engines,  cars, 
and  other  property  in  their  hands,  or  by  interfering  with  their  pos- 
session, or  by  actually  obstructing  their  control  and  management,  or 
by  using  force,  intimidation,  threats,  or  other  unlawful  methods 
against  the  receivers  or  their  agents,  or  against  employ^  remaining 
in  their  service,  or  by  using  like  methods  to  cause  the  employes  to  quit, 
or  prevent  or  deter  others  from  entering  the  service  in  place  of  those 
leaving  it  Ck)mbinations  of  that  character  disturb  the  peace  of  so- 
ciety, and  are  mischievous  in  the  extreme.  They  imperil  the  inter- 
ests of  the  public,  which  may  rightfully  demand  that  the  free  course 
of  trade  shall  not  be  unreasonably  obstructed.  They  endanger  the 
personal  security  and  personal  liberty  of  individuals  who,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  their  inalienable  privilege  of  choosing  the  terms  upon  which 
they  shall  lal>or,  enter  and  attempt  to  enter  the  service  of  those  against 
whom  such  combinations  are  specially  aimed." 

The  right  of  labor  to  organize  for  its  own  benefit  and  pro- 
tection, as  I  have  before  explained  to  you,  is  a  substantial 
right,  which  the  laboring  class  is  entitled  to  enjoy  to  the 
greatest  extent  consistent  with  the  rights  of  others.  The 
limitation  is  that  in  the  exercise  of  this  right  the  property 
and  rights  of  others  must  be  respected.  It  remains  for  you 
to  apply  this  law  to  the  facts  in  the  case  at  bar. 

I  will  now  direct  your  attention  to  the  overt  acts  charged 
against  these  defendants. 

OVERT  AOrS  OF  DEFENDANTS. 

Greorge  Cornwall,  an  engineer  on  train  No.  18,  going  down 
towards  San  Jose,  and  No.  6,  coming  up,  on  the  6th  of  July, 
testified  to  what  occurred  at  Palo  Alto  as  follows :  That  he 
was  the  engineer  on  [765]  train  No.  18  on  the  6th  day  of 
July  last;  that  they  took  No.  6's  time^in  coming  back.  It 
was  express  train  No.  18,  from  San  Francisco.  It  went 
down  as  far  as  this  side  of  Santa  Cruz  crossing.  They  car- 
ried the  mail  and  had  a  mail  car.    He  saw  some  mail  on 
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the  train.  ♦  ♦  ♦  They  stopped  at  all  the  main  points 
going  along.  Left  San  Francisco  at  3:15,  he  thinks.  He 
returned  towards  San  Francisco.  He  backed  up  a  train  to 
Lawrence's  Station.  He  ran  around  it,  got  on  the  other  end, 
and  pulled  it  back.  Going  down,  the  mail  car  was  on  be- 
hind ;  when  he  was  coming  back  it  was  in  front,  next  to  the 
engine.  He  backed  up  from  Lawrence's  Station  towards 
Palo  Alto  station,  at  the  switch  there.  Reached  Palo  Alto 
somewhere  about  5  o'clock.  It  was  after  5.  pretty  near  6, 
when  he  got  back  there.  He  don't  recollect  exactly.  The 
mail  had  not  been  taken  off  the  train  before  it  reached  Palo 
Alto.  At  Palo  Alto  they  stopped,  uncoupled,  and  went  in 
on  the  turntable  track.  He  knows  Clark,  Rice,  Mayne,  and 
Cassidy.  *  *  *  He  first  saw  some  of  them  on  his  engine. 
This  was  at  Palo  Alto.  He  went  in  to  turn  around  on  the 
turntable.  He  got  about  half  way  turned  around,  and  was 
saying  something  to  the  brakeman, — ^he  forgets  what  it 
was, — ^when  Mayne  said :  "  Never  mind  those  fellows.  We 
will  take  charge  of  this  engine."  Then  Mayne  began  to 
shake  the  grates,  and  was  going  to  open  the  blow-off  cock. 
He  could  not  get  it  open  until  he  loosened  the  nut  under- 
neath. He  was  trying  to  loosen  it  with  a  coal  pick.  Corn- 
wall told  him:  "Don't  break  it  off.  Take  the  monkey 
wrench  and  unscrew  it."  Rice  gave  him  the  wrench,  and 
told  Mayne  to  go  under  it,  as  he  knew  more  about  it  than  he 
did.  Mayne  then  went  under.  These  men  let  the  water  out 
of  the  tank ;  shook  the  fire  down.  Mayne  tried  it,  but  thinks 
Rice  did  most. of  the  shaking.  Mayne  was  on  the  engine. 
He  said  he  would  take  charge  of  her,  and  commenced  shak- 
ing the  grates.  Cornwall  was  saying  something  to  the 
brakeman,  and  he  said :  "  Never  mind  them.  We  will  take 
charge  of  this  engine."  Cornwall  looked  around, — ^that  was 
the  first  time  he  saw  them, — and  he  saw  three  or  four  of 
them  there,  and  seven  or  eight  on  the  ground;  seven  or 
eight  all  together.  He  saw  Rice,  Cassidy,  and  Mayne.  He 
knows  a  man  named  Clark,  but  is  not  acquainted  with  him 
much.  Believes  he  knows  him  by  sight.  Could  not  swear 
whether  Clark  was  there  with  those  men  or  not.  The  hose 
was  uncoupled.  One  side  was  uncoupled  by  Cassidy;  the 
other  side,  he  could  not  say.    The  hose  was  uncoupled  be- 
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tween  the  tank  and  the  engine.  The  effect  of  uncoupling 
that  hose  was  to  let  the  water  all  out  of  the  tank  if  the  valve 
was  open  on  top.  ♦  *  *  It  is  necessary  to  go  under  this 
engine  to  unscrew  the  nut.  He  handed  Mayne  the  wrench, 
and  saw  him  go  under.  The  turntable  was  tiien  turned  half 
around.  Cornwall  wanted  them  to  turn  it  around,  that  he 
might  okan  the  fire  out  of  the  ash  pan,  so  that  it  would  not 
bum  the  grates.  Some  one  did  turn  it  around,  and  he  ran 
her  over  the  pit  where  they  put  out  the  ashes.  Then  the 
boys  went  up  to  the  other  engine,  and,  as  everything  was  all 
quiet  down  there,  he  put  his  coat  on,  and  went  up  too.  He. 
had  a  talk  with  Mayne  about  the  mail.  He  called  him  to 
one  side  and  spoke  to  him.  He  said:  ^'Mr.  Mayne,  aren't 
you  [766]  afraid  you  will  get  into  trouble  by  stopping  the 
mail!  '*  Mayne  said:  "  Damn  the  mail.  You  ain't  got  no 
mail."  Ciomwall  said :  "  You  have  fired  on  this  train  long 
enough  to  know  we  do  carry  the  mail  all  the  time.''  And 
then  Mayne  went  away,  and  that  is  the  last  Cornwall 
saw  of  him  to  speak  to  him.  *  *  ♦  There  is  very  seldom 
a  Pullman  car  on  that  train.  His  engine  was  killed  at  that 
time.  After  these  men  left  his  engine,  they  went  up  to  Mr. 
Minatt's  engine  and  killed  that  one.  He  saw  what  was  go- 
ing on  there.  He  saw  her  blowing  off,  and  some  one  backed 
her  on  a  split  switch  in  front  of  the  ticket  office,  and  blew 
the  steam  right  into  the  ticket  office.  The  back  drivers  were 
partly  off.  It  would  take  five  minutes  to  get  her  on,  if 
they  had  another  engine  there  to  do  it  Could  not  see  who 
was  on  the  Minatt  engine  from  the  time  it  was  moved  from 
its  position.  There  was  too  much  steam.  He  could  not  say 
that  these  same  men  were  there.  Supposes  they  were.  He 
believes  he  heard  some  of  them  say :  ^^  Come  on.  Let  us  go 
up  to  the  other  engine."  *  *  *  On  cross*examination 
the  witness  stated  that  he  did  not  tell  those  men  that  they 
were  interfering  with  the  United  States  mail  train  when  he 
was  on  the  turntable  there,  for  the  reason  that  there  were 
so  many  around  there  he  did  not  think  of  it.  *  *  * 
Nothing  said,  to  his  knowledge,  at  the  time  that  engine  was 
killed,  with  reference  to  its  being  a  mail  train,  by  either 
party.  It  Ivad  a  mail  car  on,  though,  and  mail  in  it  going 
north  and  south.    *    *    *    This  conversation  that  he  had 
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with  Mayne  was  dose  by  the  depot,  on  the  other  side  of  the 
track.  He  called  him  to  one  side,  close  by  where  Minatt's 
engine  was.  No  one  else  heard  it.  Is  sure  that  no  one  else 
heard  it.  That  is  the  only  conversation  he  had  with  him. 
Did  not  have  a  conversation  with  him  to  this  effect,  in  which 
he  said :  '^ Aren't  you  afraid  you  will  get  into  trouble  about 
stopping  the  mail?  ^  Mayne  said:  ^^No.  I  did  not  know 
there  was  any  mail  on  the  train,  and,  if  there  was,  it  is  pretty 
late  in  the  day  to  tell  me."  ♦  ♦  ♦  Thinks  there  were 
more  than  four  there.  About  seven  or  eight  Somewhere 
in  that  neighborhood.  He  had  one  brakeman  and  a  fireman. 
He  thinks  he  was  helping  turn  around.  He  did  not  offer 
any  resistance  to  them.  They  came  on  him  so  quickly  that 
he  did  not  think  about  much  of  anything^ 

W.  B.  Sowers  testified  that  he  was  a  brakeman  in  the  em- 
ploy of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company.  That  he  was  such  on 
the  6th  of  July  last.  That  he  was  on  Conductor  Grould's 
train  as  brakeman.  Saw  what  happened  to  the  engine  of 
that  train  run  by  Cornwall.  When  they  came  into  Palo 
Alto,  coming  back  as  No.  6,  he  cut  the  engine  off  from  the 
train  and  took  it  over  to  the  turntable,  and  started  to  turn  it. 
He  had  the  engine  half  or  a  third  turned  around,  when  there 
were  five  or  six  different  parties  came  from  over  the  field, — 
five  or  six  different  men.  They  were  all  together,  as  dose  as 
they  could  be,  coming  towards  the  engine.  They  came  over 
and  proceeded  to  kill  the  engine.  One  of  the  gentlemen  in  the 
crowd  spoke  to  him  and  said :  ^^  You  don't  need  to  turn  it  any 
further.  You  remain  in  Palo  Alto  over  to-night  You  have 
run  far  enough  to-day."  Does  not  know  who  that  man  wau 
He  was  a  tall  gentleman,  with  a  black  mustache.  He  would 
know  any  of  the  gentlemen  that  were  [767]  with  them  at 
that  time  by  sight,  but  not  by  name.  (The  defendants 
Mayne  and  Cassidy  being  directed  to  stand  up,  the  witness 
identified  them  both.)  After  one  of  these  men  told  him  that 
he  need  not  turn  the  engine  further,  but  that  he  could  remain 
in  Palo  Alto,  the  light-headed  gentleman  (Mr.  Cassidy), 
who  was  on  the  left-hand  side  of  the  engine,  and  had  some- 
thing in  the  way  of  a  hammer  or  monkey  wrench,  assisted  to 
uncouple  the  hose  between  the  tender  and  engine.  He  could 
not  see  who  was  on  the  other  side.    Did  not  notice  who  was 
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in  the  cab.  Mr.  Mayne  was  in  the  cab,  but  what  he  was  do- 
ing the  witness  does  not  know.  He  could  not  see  unless  he 
got  into  the  cab.  There  were  a  couple  of  others  in  the  cab 
at  diat  time.  Nothing  else  occurred,  that  he  knows  of,  outside 
of  uncoupling  the  hose  between  the  tender  and  the  engine, 
letting  the  water  out,  and  blowing  the  steam  olF.  Saw  the 
steam  escaping.  Water  escaped  from  the  boiler.  That  en- 
gine was  killed  at  that  time.  The  fire  was  ^ook  down.  He 
supposes  it  was  all  out.  *  *  *  Mr.  Mulder  was  in  the  cab 
before  these  men  reached  the  cab.  Mulder  was  helping  to 
turn  the  engine.  Mulder  was  on  the  opposite  side  from 
where  he  was.  After  they  killed  tiie  engine,  these  men  went 
from  his  engine  over  to  Palo  Alto  station.  ♦  ♦  ♦  They 
were  going  at  a  moderate  little  trot.  They  were  not  run- 
ning very  fast,  or  anything  like  that.  *  *  *  Is  ac- 
quainted with  the  signals  that  are  used  on  passenger  trains. 
This  was  a  regular  train. 

Peter  Mulder  was  fireman  on  the  engine  of  which  Cornwall 
was  engineer.  He  was  present  when  Cornwall's  engine  was 
killed,  but  he  is  unable  to  identify  the  defendants  as  being  the 
persons  who  assisted  in  killing  the  engine.  The  material 
parts  of  his  testimony  are  as  follows :  Having  returned  as  far 
as  Palo  Alto,  they  stopped  the  train,  uncoupled,  backed  it  on 
the  turntable,  to  turn  the  engine  around,  because  she  was 
headed  the  other  way,  and  they  were  going  to  San  Francisco. 
As  soon  as  the  engine  stopped  on  the  turntable,  he  got  off  the 
engine,  to  help  push  the  engine  around.  *  *  *  He  was 
alone  on  the  back  end.  He  don't  know  whether  any  more 
were  on  the  forward  end  with  Long,  or  not.  The  engine 
was  between  them.  Just  as  he  put  his  shoulder  to  the  lever 
to  push  it  around,  he  saw  some  men  coming  from  the  back 
end  of  the  engine  towards  the  engine.  They  were  walking 
pretty  fast.  Some  were  running  a  few  steps.  Some  of  them 
went  up  on  the  engineer's  side  of  the  engine;  some  of  them 
stayed  behind  the  engine.  One  of  them  turned  open  the  air 
pipe  under  the  engine  while  he  was  pushing  around.  He 
looked  round  and  saw  the  air  was  blowing  out  of  the  hose. 
He  stepped  up  and  shut  it  off.  Some  one  says,  "  God  damn, 
leave  that  alone."  With  that  this  person  opened  it  again, 
and  Mulder  went  up  on  the  engine.  They  pushed  the  engine 
10870«'-fi.  IXoc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 36 
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partly  around  a  little  ways.  Mtdder  got  up  on  bis  seat,  and 
sat  down  to  see  what  was  going  on.  Cornwall,  the  engineer, 
at  the  time  he  (Mulder)  got  up,  was  sitting  on  the  seat  box. 
*  *  *  The  engine  was  killed.  Saw  the  squirt  hose  used. 
One  of  the  men  said  to  him,  "  Turn  that  squirt  hose  on.'' 
Mulder  said,  "  No,  I  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  this,**  and 
with  that  he  reached  by  him  and  turned  it  on  himself.  They 
opened  the  door  of  the  fire  box,  and  squirted  the  water  over 
[768]  the  fire,  and  killed  it.  They  had  already  shaken  the 
grates  a  little,  although  the  fire  was  not  altogether  shaken 
down.  This  person  was  trying  with  a  pick  to  open  the 
blow-off  cock,  and  the  engineer  told  him  it  could  not  be 
opened  that  way;  he  would  have  to  take  a  wronch  and  go 
underneath  and  loosen  the  nut  before  he  could  turn  it.  The 
engineer  handed  him  a  monkey  wrench.  One  of  the  men 
went  underneath  and  loosened  the  nut,  and  they  blew  the 
water  out  of  the  boiler  and  out  of  the  tank.  There  were 
engaged  in  that  work  at  least  six,  if  not  seven.  He  thinks 
there  were  seven, — ^three  behind  the  tank  when  he  left  there^ 
and  four  in  the  cab  when  he  got  up  there. 

T.  J.  Long  was  also  a  brakeman  on  the  train  pulled  by 
Cornwall's  engine.  He  accompanied  the  engine  to  the  turn- 
table, to  assist  in  turning  it  around.  He  saw  the  killing  of 
the  engine,  but  is  unable,  like  Fireman  Mulder,  to  identify 
the  defendants,  or  to  distinguish  the  part  they  took  in  the 
disabling  of  the  engine.  He  noticed  some  of  the  men  com- 
ing down  in  the  train  with  him.  He  recognizes  Cassidy  as 
being  a  member  of  that  party.  Cannot  say  as  to  Mayne,  nor 
as  to  Rice  and  Clark. 

C.  B.  Gould  was  the  conductor  of  the  train  whose  engine, 
of  which  Cornwall  was  engineer,  was  killed.  He  states  that 
he  left  San  Francisco  on  July  6, 1894,  at  3 :  05,  on  train  No. 
18.  The  time  was  2 :  20,  but  they  waited  for  troops  to  take 
to  San  Jose.  It  was  a  mail  train,  having  a  mail  car.  Ho 
had  baggage  and  express  and  mail,  smoker,  and,  he  thinks, 
two  or  three  coaches.  He  had  no  Pullman  cars, — ^no  Pull- 
man sleepers.  He  went  as  far  as  Santa  Clara  crossing,  left 
the  troops  there,  and  returned  immediately  as  No.  6 ;  that  is, 
on  train  No.  6's  time.  Those  were  his  orders.  It  was  a  mail 
train  returning.    Left  Santa  Clara  crossing  at  5: 15  p.  m. 
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Beached  Palo  Alto  at  6 :  55.  The  engine  had  been  backed  all 
the  way  from  Santa  Clara  crossing,  there  being  no  turntable 
between  that  place  and  Palo  Alto.  Arrived  at  Palo  Alto,  he 
left  the  train  on  the  south  switch.  The  engine  was  sent  on 
to  the  turntable,  to  turn  her,  so  that  the  pilot  and  engine 
would  come  first.  He  told  his  men  to  go  up  with  the  engi- 
neer and  fireman  and  turn  the  engine,  while  he  went  to  the 
depot  to  get  orders,  if  there  were  any  to  obtain.  It  was  his 
intention  to  take  that  train  right  through  to  the  city.  Did 
not  intend  to  stay  at  Palo  Alto  more  than  about  10  minutes. 
It  would  have  taken  them  only  a  couple  of  minutes  had  they 
not  turned  the  engine.  He  had  just  arrived  at  the  ticket 
ofSce  when  some  one  sang  out  to  him,  ^^  I  saw  some  one  run- 
ning towards  your  engine."  He  ran  to  the  engine  from  the 
ticket  office.  When  he  reached  her  she  was  virtually  dead. 
Saw  Bice,  Clark,  Cassidy,  and  Mayne  around  the  engine 
when  he  reached  it.  Bice  was  shaking  the  grate.  The  hose 
of  the  engine  was  cut ;  that  is,  it  was  uncoupled.  That  is  the 
hose  between  the  tender  and  the  engine.  Did  not  see  who 
cut  it.  While  examining  the  engine,  he  noticed  Cassidy, 
Mayne,  and  others  make  a  run  for  the  other  engine,  of  which 
Engineer  Minatt  was  in  charge.  She  had  just  arrived  with 
a  train  from  San  Francisco.  He  followed  them  up.  When 
he  arrived,  it  also  had  been  killed.  With  the  exception  of 
seeing  Bice  [769]  shaking  the  grate,  he  did  not  see  any  of 
the  acts  connected  with  the  killing  of  the  two  engines.  In 
answer  to  the  question, "  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with 
Mr.  Bice  and  Mr.  Clark  in  respect  to  this  act?  "  the  witness 
stated: 

"After  this  was  over  I  went  to  the  telegraph  office  and  notified  the 
superintendent  what  had  heen  done.  Shortly  after,  I  passed  down 
track  to  go  to  my  train,  which  was  on  the  main  track  below,  to 
protect  It,  and  I  met  Mr.  Rice  and  Mr.  Clark  coming  towards  the 
ticket  office.  I  said  to  Mr.  Rice  and  Mr.  Clark:  'Well,  you  have 
tied  us  np.'  He  said :  *  Yes.  Well? '  I  said :  '  This  Is  a  very  wrong, 
unlawful  act,  and  you  have  no  grievances  whatever  against  the 
Southern  Pacific  company,  or  any  other  company ; '  that  Is,  speaking 
of  them  as  the  A.  R.  U.'s.  I  says:  'It  was  only  to  make  the 
railroad  companies  whip  Pullman,  or.  In  other  words,  bring  him  to 
their  terms.'  He  stated:  'We  had  orders  to  do  this,  and  we  have 
done  It' " 

Bice,  Clark,  Mayne,  and  Cassidy  remained  around  Palo 
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Alto  about  20  or  80  minutes.  Possibly  it  might  hare  been 
more.  There  were  no  other  engines  at  Palo  Alto  save  those 
two.  They  laid  there  until  the  next  morning,  until  they 
got  another  engine  to  pull  these  engines  to  Menlo  Park, 
and  filled  them  with  water  and  got  up  steam,  so  that  they 
were  able  to  make  the  trip  out.  Oot  back  to  San  Francisoo 
about  half  past  10  or  11  o'clock  the  next  morning.  Were 
due  in  San  Francisco  the  night  before. 

Edward  J.  Eancaid,  assistant  agent  at  Palo  Alto,  called 
for  the  United  States,  testified  that  his  attention  was  at- 
tracted to  Cornwall's  engine  by  hearing  some  one  holler, 
'^  They  have  got  it."  He  was  then  in  the  ticket  office,  and 
ran  out,  and  saw  four  or  five  men  coming  from  the  field  be- 
tween the  county  road  and  the  railroad  track.  He  saw  the 
men  climb  over  the  fence  and  climb  up  on  the  engine.  The 
engine  was  half  turned  around  on  the  turntable,  and  he 
did  not  see  what  they  were  doing  to  her,  but  he  states  that 
steam  soon  began  to  issue  from  the  boiler,  and  the  engine 
was  turned  clear  around  and  run  onto  a  side  track,  and 
there  the  steam  was  blown  off.  This  crowd  remained  around 
the  engine  probably  about  six  or  seven  minutes.  They  tlien 
went  to  Minatt's  engine,  and  climbed  up  on  the  engine  and 
told  them  to  get  out, — told  the  fireman  to  get  out.  They 
then  let  the  steam  and  water  out  of  the  engine.  Elnows 
Rice,  Clark,  and  Cassidy  by  sight.  Does  not  know  the 
others.  He  saw  them  there  at  the  time  these  two  engines 
were  killed.  Saw  them  mingling  with  the  crowd.  The  only 
one  he  saw  on  the  engine,  to  recognize,  was  Bice.  Did  nc^ 
see  either  Clark  or  Cassidy  on  the  engine.  But  they  could 
have  been  on  the  engine,  and  ^ill  he  might  not  have  seen 
them.  Could  not  see  what  they  were  doing.  On  redirect 
examination  he  states  that  he  could  see  that  the  hose  between 
the  engine  and  tender  was  uncoupled,  hanging  down,  and 
he  could  see  under  this  hose  where  the  water  had  run  out. 

Robert  Dannenburg,  station  agent  at  Palo  Alto,  also  agent 
for  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  and  Western  Union  operator, 
called  for  the  prosecution,  testified  that  he  saw  some  five 
or  six  men  coming  from  the  county  road  towards  the  railroad 
track  east,  at  a  sort  of  dog  trot;  that  they  went  to  Corn- 
wall's engine;   that  he  saw  them  stop  the  turntable  when 
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about  half  way  around,  but  he  could  not  dis-  [770]  tingiiiflh 
who  it  was  that  stopped  the  turntable.  He  saw  steam  es- 
caping from  the  engine,  and  shortly  after  they  (the  crowd) 
tiumed  the  engine  dean  around,  and  ran  ov^  the  adi  pit 
Ban  her  off  the  turntable,  right  onto  the  track.  He  could 
not  see  any  particular  thing  that  was  done  pn  the  engine 
from  where  he  was.  The  crowd  then  went  over  to  Minatt's 
engine.  He  saw  Bice  board  that  engine,  and  also  another 
man.  All  that  he  saw  with  reference  to  Minatt's  engine  was 
two  or  three  men  climbing  the  engine.  He  did  not  see  the 
rest  of  it.  But,  probably  two  or  three  minutes  after  these 
men  boarded  the  engine,  he  saw  steam  blowing  off  from  the 
engine.  Saw  Cassidy,  Mayne,  Clark,  and  Bice  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  those  engines  at  these  times.  Distinguished  them 
near  Minatt's  engine,  but  could  not  see  what  they  were  doing. 
£.  F.  MinaU,  called  for  the  United  States,  testified  that  he 
was  an  engineer  on  the  Southern  Pacific  system,  running  on 
the  Coast  Division ;  that  he  was  an  engineer  on  or  about  the 
6th  of  July  last  He  went  off  on  No.  17  according  to  the 
time  card,  which  leaves  San  Francisco  at  4:25  in  the  after- 
noon, but  he  thinks  they  were  10  minutes  late  on  that  day. 
Pulled  a  local  train  Between  San  Francisco  and  Palo  Alto. 
He  reached  Palo  Alto  that  day.  He  was  to  return  from  Palo 
Alto  the  next  morning  at  6 :  40.  Four  of  the  boys, — ^two  of 
them  fired  for  him  before,  and  he  pulled  the  other  two  as 
brakemen  (Cassidy  and  Mayne,  they  both  fired  for  him,  and 
a  fellow  named  Bice,  a  brakeman,  and  Clark), — ^they  came 
to  his  engine.  He  was  down  on  the  ground  and  they  got  up. 
He  thinks  Bice — ^he  is  not  sure — commenced  to  shake  the 
fire  out  of  the  grates  down  into  the  ash  pan.  Cassidy  and 
Mayne  commenced  to  uncouple  the  hose.  They  wanted  to 
blow  the  water  out  of  the  boiler,  and  let  it  out  of  the  tender. 
At  this  time  Bice  came  around,  and  the  witness  said  to  him, 
"Boys,  don't  damage  the  engine."  They  said  they  would 
not;  only  let  the  water  out  of  the  boiler  and  tender;  and  they 
did  that.  There  was  such  a  crowd  around  there  that  he 
could  not  tell  how  many  there  were.  Cassidy,  Mayne,  Bice, 
and  Clark  were  actively  taking  part  and  killing  the  engine. 
Mr.  Cassidy,  he  thinks,  and  Mr.  Mayne,  both  had  a  hand  in 
loosenilig  the  blow-off  cock.      Hie  witness  gave  them  a 
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wrench  to  do  it, — ^to  unloosen  the  blow-off  cock, — and  they 
did  it.  After  they  had  blown  the  water  partly  out  of  the 
boiler, — ^the  water  was  about  out  of  the  tender, — ^the  young 
man  Clark  got  up  and  backed  her  out  through  an  open 
switdi.  Witness  hollered  to  him,  and  told  him  the  switch 
was  wrong.  He  got  the  tender  out  and  the  back  drivers  out 
over  this  switch,  then  he  undertook  to  run  her  ahead  on  the 
main  track,  and  derailed  her.  She  stood  there  like  that  until 
they  sent  a  man  from  San  Francisco  to  pull  her  on.  ♦  ♦  • 
There  were  some  exclamations  made  of  ^'  Hip,  hip,  hurrah 
for  the  A.  R.  U."  There  was  such  a  crowd  around  there — 
such  a  jam — ^that  he  could  not  get  to  the  engine  from  the 
crowd.  Who  it  was  did  it  he  don't  know.  The  only  man 
that  he  saw  at  the  time  of  the  hurrahing  was  Clark.  The 
latter  was  on  the  engine  after  he  derailed  her.  He  did  not 
see  Mayne  or  Cassidy  or  Rice  at  the  time  the  hip,  hip,  hur- 
rahing was  going  on.  After  the  excitement  [771]  was  over, 
he  saw  the  parties  going  towards  Menlo  Park.  He  saw 
Mayne,  Cassidy,  Rice,  and  Clark  going  towards  Menlo  Park. 
Edward  C.  Murray,  a  witness  for  the  United  States,  testi- 
fied that  he  was  the  railway  postal  derk  who  accompanied 
train  No.  13,  coming  back  on  the  same  train, — ^it  coming 
back  as  No.  6;  that  is,  on  No.  6's  time.  He  testifies  as  to 
its  being  a  mail  train.  He  did  not  see  the  engine  killed.  He 
testifies  as  follows : 

"  Q.  state  what  mall,  !f  you  recollect,  you  took  up  or  deliyered  on 
tbe  way  down,  or  coming  back.  A.  I  received  mail  from  all  stationa 
between  San  Francisco  and  Lawrence,  inclnsive.  Coming  back,  I 
received  mail  from  Lawrence,  Mountain  View,  and  Mayfleld.  Q. 
Did  you  have  a  mail  car,  or  not,  on  that  train?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q. 
Did  yon  reach  Palo  Alto?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q.  Did  you  go  beyond  Palo 
Alto  that  day.  A.  Not  that  night;  no,  sir.  •  •  •  Q.  What  time 
were  you  due  at  San  Francisco  with  that  mail?    A.  6 : 2(5." 

AS  TO  CONVERSATIONS  HAD  WITH  CXJkHK. 

B.  M.  Donne  states  that  he  was  a  conductor  on  the  Coast 
Division,  and  that  he  was  at  San  Mateo  on  the  evening  of 
the  6th  of  July,  and  the  morning  of  the  7th.  He  saw 
Cassidy,  Bice,  and  Clark  there  that  night  (the  6th).  Also 
saw  a  gentleman  with  them  who  weighed  about  180  pounds; 
had  a  smooth  face;  was  heavy  set.  He  had  a  talk  with 
Clark  that  night.    He  spoke  to  him  outside  of  the  ticket 
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oiBoe,  and  asked  him  if  he  would  oome  inside  of  the  office 
with  him  (Donne),  and  that  he  would  introduce  him  to 
their  assistant  general  passenger  agent,  and  several  others. 
He  acceded,  and  came  in.  F.  S,  Douty,  the  secretary  of  the 
Pacific  Improvement  Company;  H.  B.  Judah,  the  assistant 
general  passenger  agent;  L.  H.  Fuller,  an  employ6  in  the 
ticket  auditor's  department;  the  station  agent,  Mr.  Peck- 
ham;  and  his  assistant,  Mr.  Elmes, — ^were  present  He 
testifies  as  to  the  conversation  as  follows: 

"I  Introduced  Mr.  Clark  to  these  men,  and  he  was  asked  by  Mr. 
Douty  why  they  wanted  to  tie  up  the  Coast  Division.  V^ell,  he  said 
that  the  boys  on  the  other  side  were  complaining  that  they  were  not 
taking  any  part  In  this  affair;  that  they  had  the  other  side  tied  up, 
also  the  Narrow  Gauge,  and  they  had  to  do  something  on  this  side. 
Q.  Do  you  recollect  anything  further  that  was  said  at  that  time? 
A.  Nothing  more,  except  that  he  was  asked  whether  they  had  any 
grievances  against  the  Coast  Division.  He  replied  by  saying,  'No; 
not  particularly.' " 

F.  S.  Douty,  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  government, 

narrates  the  conversation  that  passed  between  himself  and 

Clark  as  follows: 

"  I  think  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Clark,  after  the  Introductions 
were  over,  by  asking  his  reasons  for  this  strike, — ^to  get  some  in* 
formatioa  He  said  that  the  Pullman  Company  had  not  treated  the 
boys  right,  so  that  they  had  to  strike  on  any  road  wliere  Pullmans 
were  used.  I  suggested  that  no  Pullmans  were  used  on  this  division. 
He  said,  in  effect:  *No;  but  the  boys  on  the  other  side'  (referring 
to  the  Oakland  side)  'are  kicking,  tliinking  that  we  are  not  doing 
oaough  here ;  so  we  have  to  keep  our  end  up.'  I  said.  '  Why  do  you 
have  to  keep  your  end  up?'  'Well,  we  belong  to  an  organisation 
where  we  have  taken  an  oath  to  stand  together.'  And  he  added. 
'  If  we  don't  win  this  fight,  I  will  go  to  China.'  I  said,  '  Have  you  got 
any  complaint  to  make  against  this  Coa»t  Division?'  He  said,  'No; 
there  is  no  kick  coming.'  I  asked  him  if  It  was  what  he  called  a 
' 93rmpatbetic  strike';  if  he  was  striking  in  sympathy.  He  said, 
'Yes,'  he  thought  that  was  substantially  it,  so  far  as  the  Coast 
Division  was  concerned.  I  am  giving  the  essence  of  my  reoollectlons, 
without  trying  to  repeat  the  language." 

[778]  Upon  being  asked  if  he  could  give  the  names  of  any 
other  person  with  Clark,  he  says  one  was  called  Cassidy; 
another,  Kice. 

H.  R.  Judah,  who  was  present  at  the  ccmversation  carried 
on  between  Mr.  Douty  and  Mr.  Clark,  thus  gives  his  version 
of  it: 

"  Mr.  Douty  took  the  leading  part  In  opening  the  conversation,  and 
In  a  general,  pleasant  way,  asked  Mr.  Clark  what  was  the  object  of 
fheir  tying  up  the  Coast  Division.  *  *  *  I  cannot  give  the  exact 
language,  but  according  to  my  recollection,  Mr.  Clark  replied  that  the 
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men  on  the  other  side  (having  reference  to  the  Oakland  fl^de)  Iwd 
complained  that  nothing  had  been  done  on  the  Coast  Division  in  tbe 
way  of  tying  np  trains,  and  that  they  felt  it  necessary  to  do  some- 
thing (or  words  to  that  effect).  Then  Mr.  Douty  asked  him — I 
think  that  was  the  next  question  that  was  asked— why  the  CkMist 
Division  should  be  singled  out,  you  might  say,  entirely  disconnected 
with  the  balance  of  the  system,  in  so  far  as  Pullman  cars  were  con- 
cerned. Mr.  Clark  replied,  in  substance,  that  that  did  not  cut  any 
figure  in  the  matter  at  that  time ;  that  they  were  into  this  fight,  and 
that  they  were  going  to  stay  with  it;  and,  furthermore,  said  that 
if  they  lost  their  cause  he  was  going  to  China, — he  would  not  live  in 
this  country.  The  conversation  was  carried  on  by  all  of  us.  Ques- 
tions would  be  asked,  but  I  cannot  recall  every  single  question  that 
was  asked,  or  every  answer  that  was  given.  In  substance,  it  is  the 
same  as  Mr.  Douty  has  given,  and  Mr.  Peckham.  My  memory  might 
be  refreshed  if  some  questions  were  asked  of  me,  but,  in  the  main, 
what  I  have  said  covers  the  ground.  Of  course,  a  good  deal  was  said 
to  Mr.  Clark,  to  try  and  persuade  him  to  have  the  men  cease  on  the 
Coast  Division;  to  allow  that  to  be  an  exception,  as  there  did  not 
exist,  in  fact,  any  cause  for  complaint  on  the  part  of  those  employed 
on  the  division,  and  if  they  continued  in  blocking  the  traflic  it  must  be 
on  the  ground  of  sympathy,  and  nothing  else.  Then  Mr.  Clark  re- 
iterated— in  fact,  he  reiterated  on  two  or  three  occasions — ^the  f^ct 
that  they  were  in  this  fight,  and  they  proposed  to  see  it  through." 

The  witnesses  Peckham  and  Ebnes  testify  substantially 
to  the  conversation  between  Clark  and  Douty  as  detailed 
above. 

On  page  644,  vol.  8,  of  the  testimony,  appears  the  follow- 
ing admission: 

**  Mr.  Monteith :  We  will  admit  that  both  of  these  defendants  are 
members  of  lodge  N6.  345  of  the  American  Railway  Union,  located  in 
San  Francisco.  Mr.  Knight:  Q.  In  the  latter  part  of  June?  Mr. 
Monteith:  In  all  of  June,  and  all  of  July  last  Mr.  Footer  Let  that 
be  taken  down.  Mr.  Monteith :  We  will  admit  anything  of  that  kind. 
We  have  nothing  to  conceal  about  it  Our  side  of  the  case  is  an  open 
book." 

TBSnMONT  ON  BEHALF  OF  DBFBNDANTS. 

The  defendant  John  Mayne  testified :  That  he  was  a  loco- 
motive fireman  on  the  Coast  Division  last  spring.  That 
he  was  hostler  at  San  Francisco  at  the  time  of  the  strike.  He 
had  charge  of  the  engines  after  they  came  in  off  the  road, 
pnt  the  necessary  supplies  on,  put  the  engines  in  the  house, 
and  got  other  engines  out  to  go  out  on  the  road.  Had  been 
employed  on  the  railroad  about  six  years.  Understands  all 
the  duties  of  a  fireman.  Was  familiar  with  the  rules  of 
the  company  at  the  time  of  the  strike.  Belonged  to  the 
Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Engineers  and  the  American 
Railway  Union.    That  he  attended  meetings  of  the  A.  R.  U. 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


xjsrraD  states  i;*  oasbidt.  551 

Oharge  to  tbe  Jury. 

in  tbe  last  part  of  June.  He  belonged  to  the  San  Francisoo 
lodge.  He  attended  a  meeting  on  the  night  of  the  29tb  of 
June.  Tbe  lodge  met  on  Mission  street,  between  Fifth  and 
Sixth.  After  tbe  admission  of  members  there  was  a  message 
read  stating  that  the  members  of  the  local  union  810,  in  Oak- 
land, had  declared  a  strike  on  account  of  the  discharge  of 
[778]  men.  He  identifies  Exhibit  Na  296  as  the  message, 
as  near  as  he  could  remember.    It  reads  as  follows : 

"June  2,  1894,  Oakland,  Calif.  To  J.  B.  Riordan,  118  Sixth  St, 
Room  71,  S.  F. :  American  Railway  Union  three  hundred  ten  haa  de- 
clared strike  takes  effect  twelve  thirty  a.  m.  to-day.  T.  J.  Roberts, 
President" 

He  further  states  that  he  thoroughly  understood  the  cause 
of  the  strike.  His  union  never  participated  in  the  boycott 
against  the  Pullman  cars.  With  regard  to  the  strike  at 
Oakland,  a  motion  was  made,  and  a  standing  vote  taken, 
that  they  indorse  the  action  of  the  Oakland  Union  in  strik- 
ing, and  that  a  strike  be  declared  by  their  lodge  for  the  re- 
instatement of  the  discharged  employes.  So  far  as  this 
lodge  was  concerned,  there  was  no  other  purpose  in  striking 
than  the  reinstatement  of  these  men.  After  the  strike  was 
declared,  the  next  action  of  the  meeting  was  the  appointment 
of  an  executive  committee.  Harry  Bederman,  George 
Elliott,  Pete  Farrel,  and  W.  S.  Eunyon  were  appointed  on 
that  committee.  They  had  full  power  to  manage  the  strike, 
and  all  the  budness  connected  with  it  The  union  did  not 
reserve  any  authority  to  itself.  After  the  appointment  and 
authorization  of  this  committee,  the  next  business  transacted 
was  a  discussion  in  regard  to  handling  the  mail.  This  was 
on  the  night  the  strike  was  ordered.  The  meeting  of  the 
29th,  some  one  made  a  motion  (he  thinks,  Mr.  Achom)  that 
the  lodge  take  a  vote  as  to  whether  they  were  willing  to 
handle  the  mail  or  not.  A  standing  vote  was  taken.  Every- 
body in  the  hall  stood  up,  in  favor  of  handling  the  mails  at 
all  times.  He  did  not  hear  any  reference  to  interstate  com- 
merce. After  that  they  held  a  meeting  every  day, — some- 
times twice  a  day.  He  thinks  he  attended  all  meetings  up 
to  the  afternoon  of  the  6th.  Does  not  remember  anything 
that  was  done,  except  routine  business  connected  with  the 
admission  of  new  members,  and  so  forth.    He  was  in  San 
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Francisco  on  the  5th  of  July.  Saw  CSassidj  every  day.  Has 
known  him  about  six  years.  For  the  last  three  years  he  has 
been  almost  a  constant  companion  of  Cassidy.  They  roomed 
together,  boarded  together,  and  were  together  eyenings,  and 
all  the  time.  Saw  him  on  the  5th.  On  the  morning  of  July 
5th,  Cassidy  and  he,  after  breakfast,  attended  a  meeting  of 
the  union.  After  the  meeting  they  went  around  town, — he 
does  not  know  just  where,  now ;  and  in  the  afternoon  they 
went  to  Valencia  street,  and  took  the  train  bound  south, — 
bound  for  San  Josfi.  He  invited  Cassidy  to  go  down  with 
him  to  San  Jos6,  to  see  his  folks,  on  the 'morning  of  the 
6th.  He  had  been  with  him  all  the  morning  from  the  time 
they  got  up.  He  asked  the  agent  if  there  would  be  a  train 
along  in  the  afternoon.  The  latter  informed  him  there 
would.  He  asked  him  for  two  tickets  to  San  Jos&  He  no- 
tified him  they  were  only  carrying  passengers  as  far  as  May- 
field.  He  bought  two  tickets  for  May  field,  and  handed  one 
to  Cassidy.  He  thinks  it  was  about  8 :  80  o^dock  when  he  got 
on  the  train.  It  was  an  ordinary  train.  There  was  a  mail 
car  on  the  hind  end  of  it  Next  to  the  mail  car  there  was  a 
car  load  of  passengers.  He  tried  to  get  into  the  car,  and  did 
not  know  what  was  in  it,  and  the  brakeman  refused  him  ad- 
mission. He  then  took  the  car  immediately  ahead  of  that. 
Cassidy  did  not  get  in  at  the  same  time  he  did.  He  saw  Clark 
and  Rice  on  that  day.  [774]  When  he  got  on  at  Valencia 
street,  he  was  reading  a  newspaper.  When  he  finished  with 
the  paper,  he  went  into  the  smoking  car.  When  he  arrived 
there,  there  were  quite  a  few  people  in  the  smoking  car. 
There  he  saw  Rice  and  Clark,  and  he  believes  Cassidy  was  in 
the  smoker  at  the  time.  Rice  and  Clark  and  a  number  of 
passengers  were  talking  to  a  captain  of  the  militia, — ^he  sup- 
poses it  was  a  captain;  he  had  stripes  on  his  uniform.  Just 
before  they  got  to  Redwood,  the  captain  left  the  car,  and 
went  back  through  the  train.  Fred  Clark  came  and  sat 
down  alongside  of  him.  They  chatted  along  the  way. 
Mayne  asked  him  where  he  was  going.  He  said  he  intended 
to  go  to  San  Jos6,  but  he  only  had  a  ticket  for  Mayfield. 
When  they  got  to  Mayfield  he  and  Cassidy  got  off,  and  Rice 
and  Clark  also,  and  a  great  number  of  the  other  passengers. 
The  first  thing  they  did  was  to  look  for  a  conveyance.    He 
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found  nothing  there;  no  wagons  around  the  depot.  They 
talked  the  matter  over,  and  finally  concluded  to  go  back  to 
Palo  Alto.  There  are  a  couple  of  crews  which  run  in  there, 
and  they  thought  they  could  get  definite  information  of 
whether  train  19  was  coming  out  that  afternoon  or  not.  If 
there  was  no  way  of  getting  to  San  Jos6  they  would  have 
come  back  to  the  city.  They  walked  up  the  county  road  very 
leisurely.  Stopped  just  outside  of  Mayfield,  and  looked  at 
the  cavalry.  There  was  a  company  of  cavalry  camping  just 
outside  of  Mayfield.  Walked  up  the  county  road  to  almost 
opposite  Palo  Alto.  Cassidy  complained  that  his  shoes  were 
hurting  him,  and  wanted  them  to  wait  a  moment  They 
jumped  over  the  fence;  sat  down  under  a  tree  in  University 
Park.  They  stayed  there  10  or  16  minutes.  While  they 
were  sitting  there  an  engine  came  in  on  the  turntable.  They 
all  got  up  and  looked  at  it.  He  does  not  know  whether  he 
suggested  that  they  go  and  kill  it,  or  whether  Rice  did.  He 
knows  that  Bice  and  he  got  over  the  fence,  and  went  over 
and  killed  the  engine.  Bice  and  he  were  in  advance  of  the 
rest.  He  did  not  know  whether  the  rest  were  coming  or  not 
He  did  not  look  around  to  see.  They  got  to  the  engine  first 
He  went  up  on  the  left-hand  side,  over  the  timber  of  the  tium- 
table,  and  thinks  Bice  went  on  the  right-hand  side.  When  he 
got  on  the  engine,  Engineer  Cornwall  was  standing  up  with 
his  head  out  of  the  window.  There  was  a  fireman,  a  man 
with  overalls,  and  a  man  in  citizen^s  clothes,  turning  the 
turntable.  C!ornwall  was  saying:  ^^A  little  ahead.  How  is 
that,  pard  ?  A  little  ahead,^ — ^repeating  that  remark  two  or 
three  times.  He  (Mayne)  said  to  him,  ^^  That  is  all  rig^t, 
George;  she  is  all  right  where  she  is.''  Cornwall  said, 
"  What  are  you  going  to  do  ?  "  Mayne  replied,  "  Nothing  in 
particular.''  Cornwall  then  stated,  ^^  Don't  hurt  my  engine, 
boys."  To  which  Mayne  replied,  "  We  have  no  intention  of 
hurting  your  engine."  That  was  all  that  was  said.  He 
caught  hold  of  the  grates,  and  started  to  shake  the  fire  out. 
He  tried  to  shake  the  fire  out  It  was  in  such  a  condition — 
it  was  all  dinkered — ^that  it  would  not  go  through  the 
grates.  He  was  about  to  give  it  up,  when  the  idea  struck 
him  that  he  could  put  it  out  with  a  squirt  on  the  left-hand 
injector.    He  put  on  the  injector,  turned  the  water  into  the 
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fire  boZy  and  drowned  the  fire  out.  *  *  *  About  the 
time  he  thought  the  fire  was  quenched,  he  asked  the  engi- 
neer if  he  thought  [775]  it  would  be  safe  to  let  the  water 
out.  The  latter  stooped  down,  looked  into  the  fire  box,  and 
said  he  thought  it  was  all  right  Then  Mayne  took  the  coal 
pick,  and  tried  the  blow-off  cock.  He  suggested  to  the  engi- 
neer that  they  had  better  run  the  engine  off  the  turntable,  on 
account  of  the  blow-off  pipe  coming  against  the  timber  of  the 
turntable,  and  it  would  scald  the  paint  on  the  engine.  He 
approved  of  that,  and  the  table  was  turned  back  for  the 
straight  trade,  and  the  engineer  ran  the  engine  off  over  the 
ash  pit.  Mayne  tried  the  blow-off  cock,  and  he  could  not 
open  it  The  engineer  told  him  he  would  have  to  get  down 
underneath  with  a  monkey  wrench,  and  loosen  up  the  nut 
in  the  bottom  of  the  car.  Cornwall  gave  him  the  monkey 
wrench.  Mayne  jumped  down  on  the  ground.  It  was  nec- 
essary for  him  to  get  under  the  engine,  so  he  took  off  his  hat 
and  coat,  and  handed  it  to  the  engineer.  The  latter  held 
his  hat  and  coat  while  he  opened  it,  and  until  he  got 
back  on  the  engine.  ♦  ♦  ♦  There  was  nothing  said,  fur- 
ther than  what  he  has  stated.  The  engineer  requested  them 
not  to  hurt  his  engine.  He  said:  "Boys,  don't  hurt  my 
engine.  I  like  my  engine."  And  he  repeated  that  remark 
two  or  three  times,  and  that  was  all  that  was  said.  *  *  • 
Just  before  he  finished  killing  the  engine,  Bice  came  back 
from  up  towards  the  depot,  and  after  he  let  about  four  inches 
of  water  out  of  her  he  went  back  into  the  cab,  and  opened  the 
blow-off  cock.  Then  he  stood  by  the  water  glass,  and 
watched  it  until  the  water  went  out  of  sight  in  the  glass. 
Then  he  closed  the  blow-off  cock.  He  did  not  know  but  what 
the  fire  might  kindle  up  again,  and  he  was  not  taking  any 
chances  on  it.  He  shut  the  blow-off  cock  as  soon  as  the 
water  went  out  of  sight.  After  they  killed  the  engine,  Rice 
and  he  walked  up  to  the  depot.  There  was  a  crowd  of  20 
people  up  there,  he  supposes.  Just  before  they  reached  the 
depot,  the  other  engine  that  Minatt  was  running  was  blowing 
out  against  the  side  of  the  station-house^ — a  little  station, 
six  by  six.  He  said  to  him  (Rice) :  "  That  won't  do.  You 
don't  want  to  spoil  the  paper  in  there."  He  mentioned  the 
paper  and  instruments.    Rice  went  up  on  one  side,  and  he 
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ixn  the  other.  They  moved  the  engine  ahead  a  foot,  so  that 
she  would  clear  the  building.  Rice  was  moving  the  engine, 
and  he  had  hold  of  the  brake  wheel.  About  the  time  they 
moved  a  foot,  some  one  hollered,  ^^  Whoop  I  you  are  off  the 
track."  They  stopped  inmiediately.  The  water  was  all,  or 
nearly  all,  out.  He  kicked  the  blow-off  cock  shut,  and  got 
down  off  the  engine.  He  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with 
the  killing  of  Minatt's  engine.  He  got  up  there.  The  fire 
was  all  out,  and  the  water  almost  all  out  He  had  a  talk 
with  Engineer  Cornwall  just  before  they  left  Palo  Alto. 
Cornwall  was  up  at  the  station.  Cornwall  called  him  over, 
and  said  to  him:  ^'Pard,  don't  you  think  you  have  done 
scnnething  pretty  serious,  in  stopping  the  mail!  "  Mayne  re- 
plied :  ^^  No,  I  don't  think  so.  Even  so,  this  is  a  hell  of  a 
time  to  tell  us  of  it  now,  when  it  is  all  over."  Mayne  then 
turned  round  and  walked  off.  He  denies  having  made  the 
statement  testified  to  by  Cornwall,  as  follows :  ^^  I  says,  ^  Mr. 
Mayne,  aren't  you  afraid  you  will  get  into  trouble  by  stop- 
ping the  mail? '  He  [Mayne]  said,  '  Damn  the  mail.  You 
ttin't  got  no  mail.' "  Cornwall  replied,  "  You  have  fired  on 
this  train  long  enough  to  know  [776]  we  do  carry  the  mail 
all  the  time."  He,  on  the  contrary,  affirms  that  statement 
was  just  exactly  as  he  gave  it,  word  for  word.  He  further 
states  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  any  mail  train  coming 
along  at  that  time,  and  before  he  killed  the  engine;  did  not 
know  that  a  mail  train  was  due  at  that  time  on  the  schedule. 
Ts  familiar  with  the  surroundings  at  Palo  Alto.  The  train 
could  not  be  seen  from  that  turntable.  He  remained  in 
Palo  Alto  about  40  minutes;  then  went  over  to  Menlo  Park. 
Cassidy  told  him  he  had  heard  that  Haydock  had  tele- 
graphed to  the  constable  at  Palo  Alto  to  arrest  them.  The 
first  thing  they  thought  of  was  to  move  over  to  Menlo  Park. 
They  stayed  in  Menlo  Park  an  hour,  or  may  be  an  hour  and 
a  half.  Ate  supper  over  at  the  hotel.  Then  they  tried  to  get 
a  rig.  The  livery  stable  man  wanted  too  much.  He  sug- 
gested to  the  boys  that  they  walk  over  to  Redwood;  there 
was  a  friend  of  theirs  over  there  who  would  drive  them  up. 
They  walked  to  Redwood,  got  a  rig  there,  and  they  were 
taken  as  far  as  San  Mateo.  Got  to  San  Mateo  between  half 
past  10  and  11  o'clock.    Did  not  do  anything  in  particular. 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


556  87  FEDBBAL  BBPOBTEB,   776. 

Obarge  to  tbe  Jury. 

only  sat  on  the  platfonn  and  talked  with  the  boys  around 
there.  On  cross-examination  the  defendant  Mayne  testified 
that  he  bought  his  ticket  as  far  as  he  could  go  in  the  direc- 
tion of  going  home, — ^to  San  Jos&  The  distance  from  May- 
field  to  San  Jos6  is  16  miles.  He  was  there  when  the  train 
left.  He  made  no  effort  to  get  on  and  buy  a  ticket  from  the 
conductor,  and  proceed  on  his  journey,  when  he  saw  it  going 
further  on,  although  his  destination  was  his  home,  at  San 
Jos6.  He  did  not  think  they  were  carrying  passengers  any 
further  than  Majffield.  He  supposed  he  would  find  the  reg- 
ular Palo  Alto  crews  at  Palo  Alto.  He  knew  that  two  trains 
laid  over  at  Palo  Alto  at  night  From  where  he  was,  he 
could  not  see  the  train  coming  back.  He  did  not  hear  it 
coming.  He  was  over  200  yards  from  the  road.  He  admits 
that,  although  he  neither  heard  nor  saw  the  train  come  in, 
he  suddenly  started  over  to  kill  a  live  engine.  He  had  fired 
on  that  train.  He  knew  that  Cornwall  sometimes  went  on 
that  engine.  He  knows  all  the  engineers  on  the  C!oast  Divi- 
sion. He  states  that  he  did  not  know  what  engine  was  on 
the  train  that  he  went  up  on,  but  he  admits  that  he  knew 
train  6  was  due  at  San  Francisco  at  6:30.  Being  asked  to 
repeat  the  circumstances  under  which  he  jumped  up  and  ran 
for  that  engine,  he  states  that  when  the  engine  came  over 
the  switch,  just  before  she  came  on  the  turntable  the  cylinder 
cocks  were  opened,  and  made  a  lot  of  noise, — steam  blowing 
off.  They  got  up  and  looked  at  the  engine.  He  don't  know 
now  whether  he  suggested  to  Rice,  or  the  latter  suggested  to 
him,  **  Let's  go  and  kill  her.^  They  did  not  debate  the  ques- 
tion at  all.    They  went  and  killed  her. 

"Q.  What  was  your  purpose  in  kiUing  a  live  engine  there?  A.  I 
have  not  any  good  reason  for  killing  the  ^igine.  We  wanted  to  he  do- 
ing something.  I  suppose.  We  wanted  a  frolic  Q.  Did  you  not  know 
that  a  live  engine  could  pnU  a  train?  A.  I  did.  Q.  And  a  dead 
one  could  not?  A.  And  a  dead  one  could  not  Q.  Did  you  not 
kill  that  engine  because  you  did  not  want  it  to  pull  a  train?  A.  I 
did  not  know  one  was  there  at  the  time.  Q.  Did  you  not  know  that 
a  live  engine  usually  pulls  a  train?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q.  Did  you 
not  know  that  to  kill  that  live  engine  was  to  disable  it  from 
palling  a  train.  A.  I  did.  Q.  Yet  you  killed  it,  and  for  no  pur- 
pose? A.  I  did  not  know  there  was  a  train  there,  attached  to  it  I 
thought  it  was  a  light  en-  [777]  gine.  It  is  customary —  Q.  I  do  not 
want  anything  about  customary.  I  want  you  to  answer  my  question. 
Now,  Mr.  Mayne.  did  you  not  know  that  to  kill  that  live  engine  would 
render  it  impossible  to  take  a  train  that  might  be  there  back  to  San 
Francisco?    A.  I  did  not  think  anything  about  it    Q.  You  just  w^t 
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op  there  ont  of  irare  deviltry?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q.  Too  did  not  know 
whether  there  was  a  train  or  not,  or  whether  or  not  there  was  any 
mall,  or  not  any  mall,  and  you  killed  It  out  of  pure  deviltry?  A.  I  did 
not  debate  It  I  thought  It  was  a  light  engine,  and  went  over  there 
and  killed  her  for  no  reason  whatever.  Q.  Did  you  not  do  It  for  that 
reason?  A.  For  deviltry?  Q.  Yes;  from  a  pure  spirit  of  mischief 
and  deviltry.  A.  I  guess  you  might  as  well  put  it  that  way.  Q. 
Without  caring  what  the  result  was?  A.  That  Is  as  good  an  answer 
as  any." 

Referring  to  the  conversation  he  had  with  Cornwall  about 
the  mail,  he  states  that,  if  he  had  stopped  the  mail,  it  was  too 
late  to  start  it  then.  The  engine  was  killed.  He  made  no 
effort  whatever  to  repair  that  which  he  was  told  was  a  viola- 
tion of  the  law.  He  left  because  he  did  not  know  just  ex- 
actly what  the  consequences  would  be.  He  went  oflf  towards 
San  Francisco.  He  went  in  company  with  these  men, — 
Clark,  Cassidy,  and  Bice. 

John  Cassidy,  the  other  defendant  on  trial,  testifies,  sub- 
stantially, that  he  was  a  fireman  employed  by  the  Southern 
Pacific  Company  last  spring ;  that  he  had  been  such  for  about 
eight  years;  that  he  belongs  to  the  Brotherhood  of  Loco- 
motive Firemen,  and  San  Francisco  Lodge,  No.  845,  of  the 
American  Railway  Union ;  that  he  attended  the  meeting  of 
that  imion  on  June  29th;  that  "every  one  was  there,  and 
there  was  a  telegram  read  about  the  Oakland  strike,  or 
about  the  Oakland  boys  going  out  on  a  strike,  and  we  in- 
dorsed their  action.  ♦  ♦  ♦  We  all  decided  to  strike.''  He 
states  that  most  of  the  members  of  his  imion  were  employed 
on  the  Coast  Division ;  that  at  that  meeting,  besides  ordering 
a  strike,  they  took  in  a  number  of  new  members,  and  ap- 
pointed a  crew  to  go  down,  and  go  out  with  the  mail  the  next 
morning.  They  also  appointed  a  mediation  committee.  The 
witness'  statement  as  to  the  invitation  tendered  him  by 
Mayne  to  go  down  to  San  Jos6  on  July  6th,  to  visit  Mayne's 
folks,  agrees  substantially  with  the  latter's  testimony.  The 
witness  further  states  that  he  first  saw  Rice  and  Qark  on 
July  6th,  somewhere  between  San  Mateo  and  Redwood  City, 
on  the  train.  He  got  off  the  train  at  Mayfield.  He  states 
that,  after  an  ineffectual  attempt  to  secure  a  conveyance  to 
San  Jos& — 

"We  concluded  tc  go  back  to  Palo  Alto.  We  went  bade  to  Palo 
Alto  to  see  If  train  19  was  coming  through.  When  we  got  up  about 
opposite  Palo  Alto,  en  the  way  up,  there  was  some  cavalry  marching 
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iMidc  from  Santa  Cros ;  tome  regular  troopa.  They  were  in  the  field. 
We  stopped  and  talked  with  them  for  quite  a  while.  We  walked  on 
until  we  got  opposite  Palo  Alto.  1  had  a  new  pair  of  shoes  on.  I 
told  the  fellows  they  could  go  on  the  rest  of  the  way,  if  they  wanted, 
but  I  was  going  to  take  my  shoes  off.  I  climbed  over  a  fence  In  the 
parkt  took  off  my  shoes,  and  laid  down  in  tbe  grass.  They  all  got 
over  the  fence,  too.  We  were  sitting  there,  or  laying  there,  telling 
stories  and  yarns,  for  about  ten  or  fifteen  minutes,  wh«a  we  heard  the 
cylinder  cock  of  an  engine  blowing  off.  Some  of  the  boys  got  up,  and 
looked  over  the  fence,  and  saw  an  engine.  Some  one  says,  *  There  is 
an  engine  on  the  turntable,'  and  they  started  for  it.  I  had  to  put  my 
shoes  on,  and,  I  believe,  my  coat  Somebody  else  had  their  coat  off. 
They  were  on  the  engine  b^ore  I  got  there.  I  got  there  Just  as  quick 
as  I  could,  after  I  got  my  shoes  and  coat  on.  There  were  two  or  three 
in  the  cab  of  the  engine.  I  went  around  to  the  left,  and  started  to 
take  off  or  uncouple  the  tank  hose.  [778]  I  turned  around,  and  hap- 
pened to  see  Mlnatt's  engine  up  the  track,  and  I  quit  my  Job,  and  went 
up  to  Mlnatf  s  engine.  Q.  What  did  you  do  with  Minatt's  engine? 
A.  Between  Minatt  and  myself,  we  loosened  the  blow-off  co<^,  and 
blew  the  water  out.  The  fire  was  already  out  of  it  I  had  to  crawl 
under  the  engine  to  do  it  The  tank  valve  was  open,  and  the  wat&e 
was  running  out  of  the  tank.  Q.  Did  Minatt  offer  any  resistance? 
A.  No;  he  stood  off,  and  seemed  tickled.  He  gave  me  a  wrench  to 
do  it ;  told  me  where  I  could  get  one.  I  had  to  lay  down  fiat  There 
is  an  air  drum  under  the  deck,  and  I  had  to  lay  down  fiat,  and  crawl 
under  it  Q.  Was  Mayne  there  when  you  were  killing  that  engine?  A. 
No,  sir.  Q.  Who  was  there  besides  Minatt  and  yourself?  A.  I  think 
Clark  and  I  did  that  Job.    I  am  pretty  sure  Clark  was  there." 

Upon  being  asked  by  his  counsel  if  he  knew  what  the  in- 
dictment charged,  he  states  that  he  does,  but  that  he  never  did 
anything  except  to  let  water  out  of  that  engine.  Bespecting 
the  cause  of  his  leaving  Palo  Alto  that  night,  he  states  that 
somebody  in  the  crowd  told  him  that  the  division  superin- 
tendent, Haydock,  had  ordered  the  constable  at  Palo  Alto  to 
arrest  them;  that  they  thereupon  went  over  the  county  line 
to  Menlo  Park,  and  subsequently  to  San  Mateo.  On  cross- 
examination,  being  interrogated  as  to  his  motive  in  running 
towards  Cornwall's  engine  to  assist  in  killing  her,  he  states 
that  he  went  because  the  others  did ;  that  he  helped  kill  the 
engine  because  the  rest  of  them  were  killing  it;  that  he 
simply  wanted  to  be  with  the  crowd,  or,  to  use  his  own  lan- 
guage, "  I  suppose  I  wanted  to  be  in  the  swim."  Bespecting 
the  killing  of  Minatt's  engine,  he  states  that  he  thinks  he 
was  the  first  man  to  reach  it;  that  when  he  did  he  got  up  and 
looked  into  the  fire  box;  the  fire  was  out  of  her;  he  started 
in  to  open  the  blow-off  cock ;  that  the  effect  of  this  was  to  let 
the  water  out ;  that  he  let  nearly  all  of  the  water  out ;  that  the 
effect  of  this  was  to  kill  the  engine.  He  also  states  that, 
while  engaged  in  killing  Minatt's  engine,  he  heard  some  one 
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holler,  "  Three  cheers  for  the  A.  R.  U."  Being  asked  to  give 
his  reason  for  killing  Minatt's  engine,  he  states  that  it  was 
^^  to  have  a  good  time.''  He  states  that  he  would  done  what 
he  could  towards  killing  Cornwall's  engine  if  the  other  engine 
(Minatt's)  had  not  been  there.  Further,  that  he  did  not 
think  of  any  consequences  that  might  ensue,  from  the  killing 
of  those  engines,  to  him;  that  the  only  reason  that  prompted 
him  to  kill  those  engines  was  "  to  keep  my  hand  in." 

F.  W.  Clark,  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  indictment,  but 
not  on  trial,  was  called  for  the  defendants,  and  testified, 
briefly,  that  he  was  a  brakeman  on  the  Coast  Division  of  the 
Southern  Pacific  Company,  and  had  been  such  for  about  two 
years;  that  he  was  braking  between  San  Francisco  and  Mon- 
terey, on  the  freight  trains;  that  he  knows  Rice;  that  he  met 
him  on  the  morning  of  the  6th  of  July  at  the  A.  R.  U.  meet- 
ing; that,  after  the  meeting  adjourned.  Rice  asked  him  to  go 
down  to  San  Jos6  with  him ;  that  they  could  not  get  tickets 
for  San  Jos6,  and  they  went  as  far  as  Mayfield.  On  cross- 
examination  he  states  that  he  met  Cassidy  and  Mayne  on  the 
train  between  San  Mateo  and  Redwood  City ;  that  he  stayed 
with  them  all  the  while  imtil  they  got  back  to  San  Mateo; 
and  that  he  finally  came  to  San  Francisco  with  them.  He 
states  that,  when  they  got  opposite  University  Park,  Cassidy 
complained  that  his  shoes  were  hurting  him.  They  there- 
upon climbed  over  the  fence  [779]  of  the  park,  and  sat  down 
under  the  shade  of  a  tree.  After  they  had  been  sitting  there 
about  10  minutes,  he  heard  a  noise  of  steam  blowing  out  of  a 
cylinder  cock  of  an  engine.  He  rose  up,  and  looked  over,  and 
saw  an  engine  going  on  to  the  turntable.  Either  Mayne  or 
Rice  said  :  "  There  is  an  engine.  Let's  kill  her."  They 
jumped  over  the  fence.  He  followed  them  over  to  the  en- 
gine. When  he  reached  there,  Mayne  got  up  on  the  engine, — 
on  the  left  side, — and  Rice  on  the  right  side.  He  got  up  be- 
hind Rice.  Cornwall  was  standing  by  his  lever.  He  had 
his  head  inside  the  cab  when  he  (Clark)  first  got  up.  Then 
he  stuck  his  head  out,  and  said  to  some  one  in  front  of  the 
engine:  "  What  do  yon  want?  A  little  more  ahead.  Is  she 
all  right,  pard?  "  He  believes  it  was  Mayne  who  replied, 
"  She  is  all  right  where  she  is,  George."  Cassidy  was  some 
distance  behind.    The  witness  stayed  on  Cornwall's  engine 
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about  a  couple  of  minutes,  and  then  went  over  to  Minatt's  en- 
gine. Cassidy  also  went  over.  Eice  got  on  the  engine,  and 
Caasidy  did  also.  The  witness  got  up  behind  Cassidy. 
There  was  no  fire  in  the  fire  box ;  the  witness  took  out  a  ham- 
mer from  the  tool  box  on  the  tank,  and  disconnected  the  hose, 
and  took  the  packing  off,  and  pulled  the  strainer  out,  and 
put  the  hook  and  hammer  and  strainer  back  in  the  box.  Ee- 
specting  the  conversation  he  had  with  Douty,  Judah,  Donne, 
and  others  in  the  station  at  San  Mateo,  he  testifies  that  he 
was  called  by  Conductor  Donne,  who  said  to  him:  "There 
is  some  people  in  here  who  want  to  have  a  talk  with  you." 
He  asked:  "Who  are  they?"  Donne  said:  "Douty  and  Ju- 
dah. They  want  to  talk  with  you  about  the  strike.  This  is 
no  put-up  job  to  put  you  in  a  hole,  or  anything  like  that." 
He  states  that  he  went  in,  and  was  introduced  to  Douty  and 
Judah.  He  believes  it  was  Douty  who  asked  them  what 
they  had  struck  for.  He  told  them  members  of  the  Oakland 
Union  had  been  discharged  for  refusing  to  handle  Pullman 
cars,  and  that  the  union  over  there  had  ordered  a  strike,  and 
Union  345,  in  San  Francisco, — the  union  he  was  a  member 
of, — ^indorsed  the  action  of  Union  310,  and  they  struck. 
Douty  said :  "  What  do  you  want  to  strike  on  the  Coast  Di- 
vision for?  They  are  not  hauling  any  Pullman  cars  here." 
And  he  wanted  him  (Clark)  to  go  back  to  San  Francisco, 
and  declare  the  strike  off.  Clark  told  him  (Douty)  that  he 
could  not  declare  the  strike  off.  Kespecting  his  motive  in 
participating  in  the  killing  of  the  engines,  the  testimony  is 
as  follows: 

''Q.  (on  cross-examination).  What  was  yonr  Idea  In  killing  these 
engines,  where  there  were  no  Pnllroans  running  on  that  end  of  the  line, 
unless  It  was  to  help  out  those  that  were  striking  against  the  Pnll- 
mans?  A.  I  do  not  know.  I  was  with  the  others,  and  helped  them. 
Q.  You  were  with  the  others,  and  helping  them?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q.  And 
you  had  no  Idea  in  the  world  as  to  what  the  object  was?    A.  No,  sir.** 

This  concludes  the  review  of  the  testimony  relating  to  the 
overt  acts  charged  as  having  been  committed  by  the  defend- 
ants at  Palo  Alto.  It  is  for  you  to  say  whether  it  establishes, 
to  your  satisfaction  and  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  that  the 
defendants  committed  any  of  the  following  acts  charged  in 
the  indictment,  to  wit: 

"  (1)  Forcibly  taking  possession  and  control  of  the  *  *  •  en- 
gines   •    •    •    of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  by   (1)     •    •    ♦ 
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(2)  threats,  intimidations,  [780]  personal  assaults,  or  other  acts  of 
force  and  violence,  in,  npon,  and  towards  the  engineers,  firemen,  con- 
ductors, brakemen,  switchmen,  agents,  and  other  employes  of  said 
company  having  charge  of  said    •    •    •    engines,  etc. 

"  (2)  By  forcibly  and  violently  preventing  the  movement  of  all 
trains  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  to,  from,  or  tiirough  the  town 
of  Palo  Alto,  by  (1)  gathering  in  crowds,  etc. ;  (2)  by  placing  physical 
obstructions  upon  said  track ;  (3)  by  displacing  the  switches ;  (4)  by 
forcibly  and  violently  assaulting,  threatening,  and  intimidating  said 
engineers,  firemen,  conductors,  brakemen,  switchmen,  agents,  and  other 
empl6y6s  while  engaged  as  aforesaid;  (5)  by  uncoupling  the  cars  of 
said  trains,  and  disconnecting  the  same;  (6)  by  removing  said  cars 
from  said  tracks ;  (7)  by  withdrawing  the  water  from  the  boilers  and 
tanks  of  said  engines,  and  putting  out  and  removing  the  fires  therein 
[I  call  your  particular  attention  to  this  charge,  and  the  evidence  re- 
lating to  the  overt  acts  under  this  head] ;  (8)  by  displacing  and 
removing  valves,  pins,  bolts,  plates,  and  other  appliances  and  portions 
of  the  machinery  of  said  engines  and  cars,  and  of  the  rails  of  said  rail- 
ways, thereby  loosening  said  rails;  (9)  by  other  violent,  forcible,  and 
unlawful  acts  and  means,  to  the  grand  jurors  unknown." 

As  I  have  before  explained  to  you,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  government  should  prove  that  all  the  overt  acts  charged 
were  committed  by  the  defendants*  If  you  are  satisfied,  be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt,  that  they  committed  any  one  of  the 
acts  charged,  it  will  be  sufficient,  in  determining  this  element 
of  the  offense  involved  in  the  crime  of  conspiracy. 

Whether  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  was  in  June  and 
July  last  a  railway  corporation,  duly  organized  and  existing 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Kentucky,  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  a  common  carrier  of  the  mails  of  the  United  States, 
and  of  passengers,  freight,  and  express  matter,  in  this  dis- 
trict, and  over  the  lines  of  the  railways  mentioned  in  the 
indictment,  is  a  material  fact  in  the  case,  which  you  will  be 
required  to  find,  as  you  would  any  other  material  fact;  that 
is  to  say,  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  You  will  recall  the  tes- 
timony of  Mr.  Lansing  upon  this  point,  and  the  circumstance 
that  no  testimony  was  offered  to  contradict  him  in  any 
particular. 

Whether  train  No.  6,  at  Palo  Alto,  on  July  6th,  was  a  regu- 
lar or  special  train,  is  immaterial.  The  testimony  tends  to 
show  that  the  train  carried  the  mail,  and  that  it  was  being 
carried  over  post  route  No.  176002.  Whether  some  other 
train  was  annulled  or  not  is  also  immaterial.  The  question 
is,  was  this  train  carrying  the  mail  imder  the  sanction  of  the 
postal  authorities?  If  it  was,  it  was  a  mail  train,  in  the  eye 
of  the  law. 
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It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  the  defendants  that  an  intent 
to  obstruct  and  retard  the  passage  of  the  mails  cannot  be  in- 
ferred against  these  defendants  unless  they  had  knowledge 
that  the  mails  were  on  board  the  train  when  they  killed  ttie 
engine  on  the  turntable.  In  the  language  of  Judge  Gross- 
cup  in  the  case  of  TJ.  S.  v.  Debs  (in  the  United  States  district 
court  of  Illinois)  65  Fed.  211 : 

"  I  do  not  concur  in  this  view.  The  defendants  are  properly  charge- 
able with  an  Intent  to  do  all  the  acts  that  are  the  reasonable  and 
natural  consequence  of  the  acts  done.  The  laws  make  all  the  railways 
post  routes  of  the  United  States,  and  it  is  within  every  one's  knowl- 
edge that  a  large  portion  of  the  passenger  trains  on  these  roads  carry 
the  mail.  There  Is  no  stretch,  therefore,  either  of  law  or  common 
sense,  to  presume  the  person  obstructing  one  of  those  trains  contem* 
plates,  among  other  Intents,  the  obstruction  of  the  mail." 

[781]  And  in  U.  S.  v.  Debs,  64  Fed.  764,  Judge  Woods,  of 

the  circuit  court,  uses  the  following  language : 

"The  rule  Is  well  settled,  and  I  suppose  well  understood,  that  all 
who  engage,  either  as  principals,  or  as  advisers,  aiders,  or  abettors,  in 
the  commission  of  an  unlawful  or  criminal  act,  are  Individually 
responsible  for  the  criminal  or  injurious  results  which  follow  the 
commission  or  an  attempt  by  any  of  their  number  to  commit  the 
intended  crime  or  wrong.  It  is  by  the  same  rule  that  co-conspirators 
are  responsible  for  the  acts  and .  declarations  of  each  other  in  the 
furtherance  of  their  unlawful  purpose.  ♦  ♦  •  'A  man  may  be 
guilty  of  a  wrong  which  he  did  not  specifically  intend  (says  Bishop), 
if  it  came  naturally,  or  even  accidentally,  through  some  other 
specific,  or  a  general,  evU  purpose.  When,  therefore,  persons  combine 
to  do  an  unlawful  thing,  if  the  act  of  one,  proceeding  and  growing 
out  of  the  common  plan,  terminates  in  a  criminal  result,  though 
not  the  particular  result  meant,  all  are  liable.' " 

But,  aside  from  this  responsibility  which  the  law  imposes 
upon  those  who  commit  unlawful  acts,  the  testimony  of  the 
defendants  Mayne  and  Cassidy  may  throw  some  light  on  the 
real  motive  that  actuated  the  defendants  in  killing  the 
engine  at  Palo  Alto.  When  asked  by  (Cornwall  if  he  did  not 
think  he  had  done  something  serious  in  stopping  the  mail,  he 
admits  that  he  replied :  "  Even  if  I  have,  this  is  a  hell  of  a 
time  to  come  and  tell  us  of  it,  after  it  is  all  over."  And, 
hearing,  soon  after,  that  an  officer  was  after  them,  the  de- 
fendants fled  from  that  place.  Was  the  motive  "  deviltry," 
as  Mayne  says;  and  the  consequences,  whatever  they  might 
be?  Was  the  motive  "  to  be  in  the  swim,"  as  Cassidy  says; 
and  the  consequences,  whatever  they  might  be?  If  so,  how 
can  they  avoid  responsibility  for  such  consequences? 

In  considering  the  testimony  relating  to  the  whole  case,  it 
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will  be  for  you  to  determine  whether  there  was  such  a 
general  conspiracy  as  claimed  by  the  government,  involving 
the  members  of  the  American  Railway  Union  in  a  com- 
bination and  concert  of  action  to  obstruct  and  retard  the 
passage  of  the  mails  of  the  United  States,  and  in  restraint 
of  trade  and  commerce,  and  whether  these  defendants  were 
members  of  that  conspiracy ;  but  you  may  also  consider  the 
case,  under  this  indictment,  within  much  narrower  limits.  A 
conspiracy  may  have  been  formed  between  these  defendants, 
at  Palo  Alto,  while  Mayne,  Cassidy,  Clark,  and  Rice  were  sit- 
ting imder  the  tree  at  University  Park,  to  commit  an  offense 
against  the  United  States,  in  obstructing  and  retarding  the 
passage  of  the  United  States  mails,  and  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerce,  and  in  pursuance  of  such  conspiracy 
they  committed  the  overt  act  of  killing  the  engine  on  the 
turntable;  and  if  you  believe  from  the  testimony,  beyond  a. 
reasonable  doubt,  that  they  did  at  that  time  form  a  con- 
spiracy to  commit  such  an  offense  and  committed  the  act 
they  did  in  pursuance  of  that  conspiracy,  it  will  be  your 
duty  to  find  the  defendants  guilty  on  the  facts  involved  in 
that  occurrence  alone,  without  regard  to  the  testimony  re- 
lating to  occurrences  elsewhere. 

BEASONABLE  DOUBT. 

This  is  a  criminal  case.  The  presumption  of  innocence  is 
in  favor  of  the  defendants.  A  mere  preponderance  of  testi- 
mony, in  a  criminal  case,  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  a  verdict 
of  guilty.  The  burden  [782]  of  proof  is  upon  the  prosecu- 
tion, and  it  must  prove  every  material  fact,  and  establish 
the  guilt  of  the  defendants  to  your  satisfaction,  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt.  The  degree  of  satisfaction  and  certainty 
required  is  not  absolute  conviction  or  certainty,  but  the  evi- 
dence must  produce  that  effect  on  the  minds  of  the  indi- 
vidual jurors,  so  that,  after  its  consideration,  he  can,  in  view 
of  his  oath,  have  no  reasonable  doubt  of  the  guilt  of  the 
accused.  By  '  reasonable  doubt,'  I  mean  a  reasonable  doubt 
arising  out  of  the  evidence,  and  not  an  imaginary  doubt,  a 
a  fanciful  conjecture,  or  strained  inference,  but  such  a  doubt 
as  a  reasonable  man  would  act  upon,  or  decline  to  act  upon, 
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when  his  own  concerns  are  involved, — a  doubt  for  which  a 
good  reason  can  be  given,  which  reason  must  be  based  on 
the  evidence,  or  the  want  of  evidence.  When  such  a  doubt 
exists,  the  accused  is  entitled  to  its  benefit,  and  should  be 
acquitted.  But  where  the  evidence  is  satisfactory  to  the  im- 
partial mind  that  the  crime  was  committed;  that  the  de- 
fendant committed  it  as  charged, — ^when  the  mind  comes 
naturally  and  reasonably  to  this  conclusion,  from  a  fair  con- 
sideration of  the  evidence,  properly,  there  can  be  no  reason- 
able doubt,  and  the  prisoner  should  be  convicted. 

JURY  SOLE  JUDGES  OF  CREDIBILrrY  OP  THE  WITNESSES. 

Now,  in  relation  to  all  the  testimony  in  this  case,  you,  gen- 
tlemen of  the  jury,  are  the  sole  judges  of  the  credibility  and 
the  weight  which  is  to  be  given  to  the  different  witnesses  who 
have  testified  upon  this  trial.  A  witness  is  presumed  to 
speak  the  truth.  This  presumption,  however,  may  be  re- 
pelled by  the  manner  in  which  he  testifies;  by  the  character 
of  his  testimony,  or  by  the  evidence  affecting  his  character 
for  truth,  honesty,  or  integrity,  or  his  motives;  by  contrary 
evidence.  And  you  are  the  exclusive  judges  of  his  credi- 
bility. In  judging  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses  in  this 
case  (and  their  testimony  is,  to  some  extent,  conflicting), 
you  may  believe  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  evidence  of 
any  witness,  or  may  disbelieve  the  whole  or  any  part  of  it, 
as  may  be  dictated  by  your  judgment  as  reasonable  men. 
You  should  carefully  scrutinize  the  testimony  given,  and  in 
doing  so  consider  all  the  circumstances  under  which  any 
witness  has  testified,  his  demeanor,  his  manner  while  on  the 
stand,  the  relations  which  he  bears  to  the  government  or 
the  defendants,  the  manner  in  which  he  might  be  affected 
by  the  verdict,  and  the  extent  to  which  he  is  contradicted  or 
corroborated  by  other  evidence,  if  at  all,  and  any  construc- 
tion that  tends  to  shed  light  upon  his  credibility,  and  to 
determine  the  amount  of  credence  to  which  each  statement 
is  entitled  at  your  hands,  as  reasonable  and  intelligent  men; 
but,  in  this  respect,  you  must  remember  that  your  power 
and  duty  to  judge  the  effect  of  evidence  is  not  arbitrary. 
It  must  be  exercised  with  legal  discretion,  and  in  subordina- 
tion to  the  rules  of  evidence.    This  is  a  government  of  law, 
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and  you  are  charged  with  its  administration  in  this  case 
without  fear,  favor,  or  partiality.  An  honest,  fair,  and  Lnti- 
partial  trial  of  persons  accused  of  crime  is  the  highest  obh  • 
gation  we  owe  to  society.  The  law,  properly  administered, 
affords  protection  alike  to  the  high  and  the  low,  to  the  rich 
and  the  poor.  Popular  clamor  should  not  direct  [788]  it, 
nor  the  insinuating  influence  of  prejudice  turn  it  aside. 
Courts  never  appeal  to  the  passions,  prejudices,  or  sympathies 
of  a  jury,  in  favor  of  a  prosecution,  or  against  the  accused. 
They  seek  only  equal  and  exact  justice,  and  appeal  only  to 
reason.  In  this  light  only  is  the  case  presented  to  you  by 
the  court,  and  it  is  with  the  utmost  confidence  in  your  reason 
and  intelligence,  and  in  the  fullest  belief  that  you  highly 
appreciate  the  important  duty  imposed  upon  you,  that  I 
commit  this  case  to  your  careful  and  patient  consideration. 

Note. — The  jnry,  after  deUberating  four  days  and  nights,  failed  to 
agree,  and  were  discharged.  On  the  final  ballot,  10  jurymen  voted 
for  conviction,  and  2  for  acquittal,  upon  the  count  for  conspiracy  to 
retard  the  mails,  and  8  for  conyictfon,  and  4  for  acquittal,  on  the 
count  for  conspiring  to  obstruct  and  interfere  with  Interstate  commerce. 


[564]  IN  RE  DEBS,  Petitioner.* 

ORIGINAL. 

No.  11.    Original.    Argoed  March  25,  20,  1895.— Decided  May  27,  1805. 
[158  U.  S.,  664.] 

The  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  finding  the  petitioners  guilty  of  con- 
tempt, and  sentencing  them  to  imprisonment,  was  not  a  final  judg- 
ment or  decree.^ 

The  government  of  the  United  States  has  Jurisdiction  oyer  every  foot 
of  soil  within  its  territory,  and  acts  directly  upon  each  citizen. 

While  it  is  a  government  of  enumerated  powers,  it  has  full  attributes 
of  sovereignty  within  the  limits  of  those  powers,  among  which  are  the 
[566]  power  over  interstate  commerce  and  the  power  over  the  trans- 
mission of  the  mails. 

•  Debs  found  guilty  of  contempt  of  court  and  sentenced  to  imprison- 
ment for  six  months  (64  Fed.,  724).  See  p.  822.  Petition  for  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  denied  by  Supreme  Court  (158  U.  S.,  564).  Debs  was 
also  Indicted,  with  others,  for  conspiracy  to  obstruct  the  mails  (65 
Fed.,  210).  This  latter  decision  not  reprinted.  Anti-trust  law  not 
considered. 

»  Syllabus  and  abstract  of  argument  copyrighted,  1895,  by  Banks  & 
Bros. 
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The  powers  thos  conferred  are  not  dormant,  but  haye  been  aasmned 
and  put  into  practical  exercise  by  Congressional  legislation. 

In  the  exercise  of  those  powers  ttie  United  States  may  remove  erery- 
thing  put  upon  highways,  natural  or  artificial,  to  obstruct  the  pas- 
sage of  interstate  commerce,  or  the  carrying  of  the  mails. 

While  it  may  be  competent  for  the  government  through  the  executive 
branch  and  in  the  use  of  the  entire  executive  power  of  the  Nation,  to 
forcibly  remove  all  such  obstructions,  it  is  equally  within  its  com- 
petency to  appeal  to  the  civil  courts  for  an  inquiry  and  determina- 
tion as  to  the  existence  and  the  character  of  any  of  them,  and  if 
such  are  found  to  exist  or  threaten  to  occur,  to  invoke  the  powers 
of  those  courts  to  remove  or  restrain  them,  the  Jurisdiction  of  courts 
to  Interfere  in  such  matters  by  injunction  l)eing  recognized  from 
ancient  times  and  by  Indubitable  authority. 

Such  Jurisdiction  is  not  ousted  by  the  fact  that  the  obstructions  are 
accompanied  by  or  consist  of  acts  in  themselves  violations  of  the 
criminal  law,  or  by  the  fact  that  the  proceeding  by  injunction  is 
of  a  civil  character,  and  may  be  enforced  by  proceedings  in  con- 
tempt ;  as  the  penalty  for  a  violation  of  such  injunction  is  no  sub- 
stitute for,  and  no  defence  to,  a  prosecution  for  criminal  offences 
committed  in  the  course  of  such  violation. 

The  complaint  filed  in  this  case  dearly  shows  an  existing  obstruction 
of  artificial  highways  for  the  passage  of  interstate  commerce  and 
the  transmission  of  the  malls,  not  only  temporarily  existing,  but 
threatening  to  continue,  and  under  it  the  Circuit  Court  had  power 
to  issue  its  process  of  injunction. 

Such  an  injunction  having  been  issued  and  served  upon  the  defend- 
ants, the  Circuit  Court  had  authority  to  inquire  whether  its  orders 
had  been  disobeyed,  and  when  it  found  that  they  had  been  dis- 
obeyed, to  proceed  under  Rev.  Stat  f  725,  and  to  enter  the  order  of 
punishment  complained  of. 

The  Circuit  Court  having  full  Jurisdiction  in  the  premises,  its  findings 
as  to  the  act  of  disobedience  are  not  open  to  review  on  Uabeat* 
corpus  in  this  or  any  other  court 

The  court  enters  into  no  examination  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  c. 
647,  26  Stat  209,  on  which  the  Circuit  Court  mainly  relied  to  sus- 
tain its  Jurisdiction ;  but  It  must  not  he  understood  that  it  dissents 
from  the  conclusions  of  that  court  in  reference  to  the  scope  of  that 
act  but  simply  that  it  prefers  to  rest  Its  Judgment  on  the  broader 
ground  discussed  in  its  opinion,  believing  it  Important  that  the 
principles  underlying  it  sliould  be  fully  stated  and  fully  affirmed. 

On  July  2,  1894,  the  United  States,  by  Thomas  E.  Mil- 
christ,  district  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois, 
under  the  direction  of  Richard  Olney,  Attorney  Oeneral, 
filed  their  [566]  bill  of  complaint  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
the  United   States   for  the  Northern   District   of   Illinois 
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against  these  petitiorfers  and  others.  This  bill  set  forth, 
among  other  things,  the  following  facts:  It  named  twenty- 
two  railroad  companies,  and  it  alleged  that  they  were  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  interstate  commerce  and  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  February  4,  1887, 
known  as  "  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,''  and  all  other  laws 
of  the  United  States  relating  to  interstate  transportation  of 
passengers  and  freight;  that  the  number  of  passengers  an- 
nually carried  by  them  into  the  city  of  Chicago  from  other 
States  than  Illinois,  and  out  of  Chicago  into  other  States 
than  Illinois,  was  more  than  twelve  millions,  and  in  like  man- 
ner that  the  freight  so  carried  into  and  out  of  the  city  of 
Chicago,  from  and  into  other  States  than  Illinois,  amounted 
to  many  millions  of  tons;  that  each  of  the  roads  was  under 
contract  to  carry,  and  in  fact  carrying,  the  mails  of  the 
United  States;  that  all  were  by  statute  declared  post  roads 
of  the  government;  that  many  were  by  special  acts  of  Con- 
gress required  at  any  and  all  times  to  carry  the  troops  and 
military  forces  of  the  United  States,  and  provisions,  muni- 
tions, and  general  supplies  therefor;  and  that  two  of  them 
were  in  the  hands  of  receivers  appointed  by  the  courts  of  the 
United  States.  It  stated  at  some  length  the  necessity  of  the 
continued  and  uninterrupted  running  of  such  interstate  rail- 
roads for  the  bringing  into  the  city  of  Chicago  supplies  for 
its  citizens  and  for  the  carrying  on  of  the  varied  industries 
of  that  city. 

The  bill  further  averred  that  four  of  the  defendants,  nam- 
ing them,  were  officers  of  an  association  known  as  the  Amer- 
ican Railway  Union ;  that  in  the  month  of  May,  1894,  there 
arose  a  difference  or  dispute  between  the  Pullman  Palace  Car 
Company  and  its  employes,  as  the  result  ©f  which  a  consider- 
able portion  of  the  latter  left  the  service  of  the  car  company : 
that  thereafter  the  four  oflScers  of  the  railway  union  com- 
bined together,  and  with  others,  to  compel  an  adjustment  of 
such  dispute,  by  creating  a  boycott  against  the  cars  of  the  car 
company;  that,  to  make  such  boycott  effective,  they  had  al- 
ready prevented  certain  of  the  railroads  running  out  of 
Chicago  from  operating  their  trains,  and  were  combining  to 
extend  [567]  such  boycott  against  Pullman  sleeping  cars  by 
causing  strikes  among  employes  of  all  railroads  attempting 
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to  haul  the  same.  It  charged  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  of  the  necessity  of  the  use  of  sleeping  cars  in  the 
operation  of  the  business  of  the  railroads  as  common  carriers, 
of  the  contracts  for  such  use  between  the  railroad  companies 
and  the  car  company,  of  the  contracts,  laws,  and  regulations 
binding  the  railway  companies  and  the  receivers  to  the  carry- 
ing of  the  mails;  also  of  the  fact  that  sleeping  cars  were  and 
of  necessity  must  be  carried  upon  the  trains  of  said  carriers 
with  cars  containing  the  mails;  that  with  this  knowledge 
they  entered  into  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  prevent 
the  railroad  companies  and  the  receivers,  and  each  of  them, 
from  performing  their  duties  as  common  carriers  of  inter- 
state commerce,  and  in  carrying  into  execution  that  con- 
spiracy did  induce  various  employes  of  the  railway  companies 
to  leave  the  service  of  the  companies,  and  prevent  such  com- 
panies and  the  receivers  from  securing  other  persons  to  take 
their  places;  that  they  issued  orders,  notifications,  etc.,  to 
the  members  of  the  railway  union  to  leave  the  service  of  the 
companies  and  receivers,  and  to  prevent  the  companies  and 
receivers  from  operating  their  trains;  that  they  had  asserted 
that  they  could  and  would  tie  up,  paralyze,  and  break  down 
any  and  every  of  said  railway  companies  and  receivers  whidi 
did  not  accede  to  their  demands;  that  in  pursuance  of  the 
instructions,  commands,  and  requests  of  said  officers  large 
niunbers  of  the  employ^  of  the  railway  companies  and  re- 
ceivers left  their  service. 
Then  followed  these  allegations: 

"And  your  orator  further  charges  that  said  defendants  aimed  and 
intended  and  do  now  aim  and  intend  in  and  by  the  said  conspiracy 
and  combination,  to  secure  unto  themselves  the  entire  control  of  the 
interstate,  industrial  and  commercial  business  in  which  the  popnlati<m 
of  the  city  of  Chicago  and  of  the  other  communities  along  the  lines  of 
road  of  said  railways  are  engaged  with  each  other,  and  to  restrabi 
any  and  all  other  persons  from  any  independent  control  or  manage- 
ment of  such  interstate,  industrial  or  commercial  enterprises  save 
according  to  the  will  and  with  the  consent  of  the  defendants. 

[568]  "  Tour  orator  further  avers  that  in  pursuance  of  said  combi- 
nation and  conspiracy  and  to  accomplish  the  purpose  thereof  as  here- 
inbefore set  forth,  the  said  defendants  Debs,  Howard,  Rogers,  Kellher 
and  others,  officers  of  said  American  Railway  Union,  issued  or  caused 
to  be  issued  the  orders  and  directions  as  above  set  forth,  and  that  hi 
obedience  of  such  orders  and  in  pursuance  of  said  conspiracy  and  com- 
bination, numerous  employes  of  said  railroad  companies  and  receivers 
unitedly  refused  to  obey  the  orders  of  said  employers  or  to  perform  the 
usual  duties  of  such  service,  and  many  others  of  such  employes  quit 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


IN    RE   DEBS,  PETITIONER.  569 

'         Statem^it  of  the  Case. 

Buch  service  with  the  common  puipoae*  and  with  the  result  of  preyent- 
ing  said  railroad  companies  and  receivers  from  operating  their  said 
railroads  and  from  transporting  the  United  States  malls,  and  from 
carrying  on  or  conducting  their  duties  as  common  carriers  of  inter- 
state traffic. 

••  Your  orator  further  avers  that,  pursuant  to  said  combination  and 
conspiracy,  and  under  the  direction  as  aforesaid  of  said  officers  and 
directors  of  said  American  Railway  Union,  said  other  defendants  and 
other  persons  whose  names  are  to  your  orator  unli:nown,  proceeded  by 
collecting  together  in  large  numbers  by  threats,  intimidation,  force 
and  violence  at  the  station  groimds,  yards  and  right  of  way  of  said 
railroad  companies,  respectively,  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  to  prevent 
said  railroad  companies  from  employing  other  persons  to  fill  the 
vacancies  aforesaid;  to  compel  others  still  employ^  of  said  raiiroad 
companies  to  quit  such  employment  and  to  refuse  to  perform  the 
duties  of  thehr  service,  and  to  prevent  the  persons  remaining  in  such 
service  and  ready  and  willing  to  perform  the  duties  of  the  same,  from 
doing  so. 

"  Your  orator  further  avers  that  said  defendants,  in  pursuance  of 
said  combination  and  conspiracy,  acting  under  the  direction  of  said 
officers  and  directors  of  said  American  Railway  Union,  did  with  force 
and  violence  at  divers  times  and  places  within  said  State  of  Illinois 
and  elsewhere,  stop,  obstruct  and  derail  and  wreclt  the  engines  and 
trains  of  said  railroad  companies,  both  passenger  and  freight,  then 
and  there  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  and  in  transporting  United 
States  mails,  by  locking  the  switches  of  the  railroad  of  said  [569] 
railroad  companies,  by  removing  the  spikes  and  rails  from  the  track 
thereof,  by  turning  switches  and  displacing  and  destroying  signals,  by 
assaulting  and  interfering  with  and  disabling  the  switchmen  and 
other  employ^  of  said  railroad  companies  having  charge  of  the  sig- 
nals, switches  and  tracks  of  said  companies,  and  the  movement  of 
trains  thereon,  and  In  other  manners  by  force  and  violence,  depriving 
the  employ^  of  said  railroad  companies  In  charge  of  such  trains  of 
the  control  and  management  of  the  same,  and  by  these  and  other  un- 
lawful means  attempted  to  obtain  and  exercise  absolute  control  and 
domination  over  the  entire  operations  of  said  railroads." 

The  bill  further  set  forth  that  there  had  become  established 
in  the  city  of  Chicago  a  business  conducted  under  the  name 
of  the  Union  Stock  Yards,  at  which  for  many  years  immense 
numbers  of  live  stock  from  States  and  Territories  beyond  the 
State  of  Illinois  had.  been  received,  slaughtered,  and  con- 
verted into  food  products,  and  distributed  to  all  quarters  of 
the  globe,  and  that  all  the  large  centres  of  population  in  the 
United  States  were  in  a  great  degree  dependent  upon  those 
stock  yards  for  their  food  supply  of  that  character;  that 
for  the  purpose  of  handling  such  live  stock  and  the  product 
thereof  the  company  conducting  such  business  operated  cer- 
tain railroad  tracks,  and  that  in  pursuance  of  the  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  aforesaid  the  four  defendants,  officers 
of  the  railway  union,  issued  orders  directing  all  the  em- 
ployes handling  such  railroad  tracks  to  abandon  such  service. 
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*'And  your  orator  farther  alleges  that  in  pursuance  of  a  like  com- 
bination and  unlawful  conspiracy,  the  said  defendants  and  others 
combining  and  conspiring  with  them  for  the  purpose  of  still  further 
restraining  and  preventing  the  conduct  of  such  business,  have  by 
menaces,  threats  and  intimidation  prevented  the  employment  of  other 
persons  to  take  the  place  of  the  employ^  quitting  the  service  of  said 
company  so  operating  said  Union  Stock  Yards. 

"And  your  orator  further  charges  that  by  reason  of  said  unlawful 
combination  and  conspiracy  and  the  acts  and  doings  aforesaid  there- 
under, the  supply  of  coal  and  fuel  for  consump-  [570]  tion  through- 
out the  different  States  of  the  Union  and  of  grain,  breadstuffs,  vege- 
tables, fruits,  meats  and  other  necessaries  of  life,  has  been  cut  off, 
interrupted  and  interfered  with,  and  the  market  therefor  made  largely 
unavailable,  and  dealers  in  all  of  said  various  products  and  the  con- 
sumers thereof  have  been  greatly  Injured,  and  trade  and  commerce 
therein  among  the  States  has  been  restrained,  obstructed  and  largely 
destroyed." 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  defendants  threatened  and  de- 
clared that  they  would  continue  to  restrain,  obstruct,  and 
interfere  with  interstate  commerce,  as  above  set  forth,  and 
that  they  "  will  if  necessary  to  carry  out  the  said  unlawful 
combination  and  conspiracy  above  set  forth  tie  up  and  para- 
lyze the  operations  of  every  railway  in  the  United  States, 
and  the  business  and  industries  dependent  thereon."  Follow- 
ing these  allegations  was  a  prayer  for  an  injimction.  The 
bill  was  verified. 

On  presentation  of  it  to  the  court  an  injimction  was  or- 
dered conmianding  the  defendants  "  and  all  persons  combin- 
ing and  conspiring  with  them,  and  all  other  persons  whom- 
soever, absolutely  to  desist  and  refrain  from  in  any  way  or 
manner  interfering  with,  hindering,  obstructing  or  stopping 
any  of  the  business  of  any  of  the  following  named  railroads," 
(specifically  naming  the  various  roads  named  in  the  bill,) 
"as  common  carriers  of  passengers  and  freight  between  or 
among  any  States  of  the  United  States,  and  from  in  any  way 
or  manner  interfering  with,  hindering,  obstructing  or  stop- 
ping any  mail  trains,  express  trains  or  other  trains,  whether 
freight  or  passenger,  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  or 
carrying  passengers  or  freight  between  or  among  the  States; 
and  from  in  any  manner  interfering  with,  hindering  or  stop- 
ping any  trains  carrying  the  mail  ;  and  from  in  any  manner 
interfering  with,  hindering,  obstructing  or  stopping  any 
engines,  cars  or  rolling  stock  of  any  of  said  companies  en- 
gaged in  interstate  commerce,  or  in  connection  with  the  car- 
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riage  of  passengers  or  freight  between  or  among  the  States; 
and  from  in  any  manner  interfering  with,  injuring  or  de- 
stroying any  of  the  property  of  any  of  said  raikoads  en- 
gaged in  or  for  the  purpose  of,  or  in  connection  with,  irter-- 
state  commerce  or  the  carriage  of  [671]  the  mails  of  the 
United  States  or  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  freight 
between  or  among  the  States;  and  from  entering  upon  the 
groimds  or  premises  of  any  of  said  railroads  for  the  purpose 
of  interfering  with,  hindering,  obstructing,  or  stopping  any 
of  said  mail  trains,  passenger  or  freight  trains  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce,  or  in  the  transportation  of  passengers  or 
freight  between  or  among  the  States,  or  for  the  purpose  of 
interfering  with,  injuring,  or  destroying  any  of  said  property 
so  engaged  in  or  used  in  connection  with  interstate  commerce 
or  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  property  between  or 
among  the  States;  and  from  injuring  or  destroying  any  part 
of  the  tracks,  roadbed,  or  road,  or  permanent  structures  of  said 
railroads;  and  from  injuring,  destroying,  or  in  any  way  in- 
terfering with  any  of  the  signals  or  switches  of  any  of  said 
railroads ;  and  from  displacing  or  extinguishing  any  of  the 
signals  of  any  of  said  railroads,  and  from  spiking,  locking, 
or  in  any  manner  fastening  any  of  the  switches  of  any  of 
said  railroads,  and  from  uncoupling  or  in  any  way  hamper- 
ing or  obstructing  the  control  by  any  of  said  railroads  of 
any  of  the  cars,  engines,  or  parts  of  trains  of  any  of  said 
railroads  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  or  in  the  trans- 
portation of  passengers  or  freight  between  or  among  the 
States,  or  engaged  in  carrying  any  of  the  mails  of  the 
United  States;  and  from  compelling  or  inducing  or  attempt- 
ing to  compel  or  induce,  by  threats,  intimidation,  persua- 
sion, force,  or  violence,  any  of  the  employ^  of  any  of  said 
railroads  to  refuse  or  fail  to  perform  any  of  their  duties  as 
employfe  of  any  of  said  railroads  in  connection  with  the  in- 
terstate business  or  commerce  of  such  railroads  or  the  car- 
riage of  the  United  States  mail  by  such  railroads,  or  the 
transportation  of  passengers  or  property  between  or  among 
the  States;  and  from  compelling  or  inducing  or  attempting 
to  compel  or  induce  by  threats,  intimidation,  force,  or  vio- 
lence any  of  the  employes  of  any  said  railroads  who  are  em- 
ployed by  such  railroads,  and  engaged  in  its  service  in  the 
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conduct  of  interstate  business  or  in  the  operation  of  any  of 
its  trains  carrying  the  mail  of  the  United  States,  or  doing 
interstate  business,  or  the  transportation  of  passengers  and 
freight  between  and  among  the  States,  [673]  to  leave  the 
service  of  such  railroads;  and  from  preventing  any  person 
whatever,  by  threats,  intimidation,  force,  or  violence  from 
entering  the  service  of  any  of  said  railroads  and  doing  the 
work  thereof,  in  the  carrying  of  the  mails  of  the  United 
States,  or  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  freight  be- 
tween or  among  the  States;  and  from  doing  any  act  what- 
ever in  furtherance  of  any  conspiracy  or  combination  to  re- 
strain either  of  said  railroad  companies  or  receivers  in  the 
free  and  unhindered  control  and  handling  of  interstate  com- 
merce over  the  lines  of  said  railroads,  and  of  transportation 
of  persons  and  freight  betyreen  and  among  the  States;  and 
from  ordering,  directing,  aiding,  assisting,  or  abetting  in 
any  manner  whatever,  any  person  or  persons  to  commit  any 
or  either  of  the  acts  aforesaid. 

"And  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  aforesaid  injunction  and  writ  of 
injunction  shall  he  in  force  and  hinding  upon  such  of  said  defendants 
as  are  named  in  said  bill  from  and  after  the  service  upon  them  seT- 
erally  of  said  writ  by  delivering  to  them  severally  a  copy  of  said  writ 
or  by  reading  the  same  to  them  and  the  service  upon  them  respectively 
of  the  writ  of  subpoena  herein,  and  shall  be  binding  upon  said  defend- 
ants, whose  names  are  alleged  to  be  unknown,  from  and  after  the 
service  of  such  writ  upon  them  respectively  by  the  reading  of  the  same 
to  them  or  by  the  publication  thereof  by  posting  or  printing,  and  after 
service  of  subp(Bna  upon  any  of  said  defendants  named  herein  shall  be 
binding  upon  said  defendants  and  upon  all  other  persons  whatsoever 
who  are  not  named  herein  from  and  after  the  time  when  they  shall 
severally  have  knowledge  of  the  entry  of  such  order  and  the  existence 
of  said  injunction." 

This  injunction  was  served  upon  the  defendants — at  least 
upon  those  who  are  here  as  petitioners.  On  July  17  the 
district  attorney  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  said  court 
an  information  for  an  attachment  against  the  four  defend- 
ants, officers  of  the  railway  union,  and  on  August  1  a  similar 
information  against  the  other  petitioners.  A  hearing  was 
had  before  the  Circuit  Court,  and  on  December  14  these 
petitioners  were  found  guilty  of  contempt,  and  sentenced  to 
[673]  imprisonment  in  the  county  jail  for  terms  varying 
from  three  to  six  months.  64  Fed.  Rep.  724.  Having  been 
committed  to  jail  in  pursuance  of  this  order  they,  on  Janu- 
ary 14, 1895,  applied  to  this  court  for  a  writ  of  error  and  also 
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one  of  habeas  corjms.  The  former  was,  on  January  17,  de- 
nied, on  the  ground  that  the  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  was 
not  a  final  judgment  or  decree.  The  latter  is  now  to  be  con- 
sidered. 

Mr.  Lyman  Trumbull  for  petitioners. 

I.  The  extraordinary  proceeding  imder  which  the  prison- 
ers were  deprived  of  liberty,  was  commenced  by  the  filing  of 
a  bill  in  equity  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  by  a  district 
attorney,  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney  General.  The 
bill  is  unsigned  by  any  one,  and  has  attached  to  it  an  affidavit 
of  George  Q.  Allen,  an  unknown  person,  having  no  connec- 
tion, so  far  as  the  record  shows,  with  the  case,  stating  that 
he  has  read  the  bill,  and  ^^  believes  the  statements  therein  con- 
tained are  true.''  The  bill  was  filed  July  2.  The  same  day  an 
injunction  was  issued,  without  notice  to  anybody,  against  the 
prisoners  and  unknown  persons,  and  the  next  day  was  served 
on  some  of  the  prisoners.  The  bill  states  that  twenty-two 
railroads  and  railroad  companies,  and  among  them  the  Union 
Stock  Yard  and  Transit  Company,  were  chartered  and  or- 
ganized for  the  purpose  of  continuously  doing  the  business  of 
common  carriers  of  passengers  and  freight  generally,  and 
were  doing  such  business  among  the  different  States.  So  far 
from  having  such  power  as  alleged,  the  Union  Stock  Yard 
and  Transit  Company,  one  of  the  roads  named,  was  organized 
for  the  purpose  of  locating  and  conducting  stock  yards  and 
connecting  them  by  rail  with  railroads  entering  Chicago  on 
the  south  side,  and  transporting  between  said  cattle  yards, 
'^  cattle  and  live  stock  and  persons  accompanying  the  same," 
and  by  the  11th  section  of  its  charter  it  is  declared :  "  Noth- 
ing in  this  act  contained  shall  be  taken  or  construed  as  con- 
ferring upon  the  company  hereby  created  any  power  or  au- 
thority to  maintain  or  operate  a  railroad  for  the  conveyance 
of  passengers  or  freight  within  the  city  of  Chicago." 

[674]  A  large  part  of  the  bill  is  devoted  to  a  statement  of 
the  amount  of  business  done  at  the  Union  Stock  Yards,  the 
quitting  of  work  by  the  employes  of  the  company,  the  han- 
dling of  live  stock  and  its  conversion  into  food,  etc. 

The  bill  states  that  the  prisoners  are  officers  and  members 
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of  an  organization  known  as  the  American  Railway  Union ; 
that  in  May,  1894,  a  dispute  arose  between  the  Pullman  Pal- 
ace Car  Company  and  its  employfe  which  resulted  in  the 
employes  leaving  the  service  of  the  company;  that  the  pris- 
oners, officers  of  the  American  Railway  Union  combining 
together,  and  with  others  unknown,  with  the  purpose  to  com- 
pel an  adjustment  of  the  said  difference  and  dispute  between 
said  Pullman  Co.  and  its  employes,  caused  it  to  be  given  out 
through  the  newspapers  of  Chicago,  generally,  that  the 
American  Railway  Union  would  at  once  create  a  boycott 
against  the  cars  manufactured  by  said  Pullman  Palace  Co., 
and  that  in  order  to  make  said  boycott  effective,  the  members 
of  the  American  Railway  Union  who  were  some  of  them  em- 
ployed as  trainmen  or  switchmen,  or  otherwise,  in  the  service 
of  the  railroads  mentioned,  which  railroads  or  some  of  them 
are  accustomed  to  haul  the  sleeping  cars  manufactured  by 
the  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.,  would  be  directed  to  refuse  to 
perform  their  usual  duties  for  said  railroad  companies  and 
receivers  in  case  said  railroad  companies  thereafter  attempted 
to  haul  Pullman  sleeping  cars. 

Such  is  the  gist  of  the  bill.  All  that  is  subsequently  al- 
leged as  to  what  was  done  by  the  prisoners,  was  for  the  pur- 
pose of  compelling  an  adjustment  of  the  difference  between 
the  Pullman  Company  and  its  employes.  To  accomplish  this, 
the  American  Railway  Union  called  upon  its  members  to  quit 
work  for  the  companies  which  had  persisted  in  hauling  the 
Pullman  cars.  Was  there  anything  unlawful  in  this?  If 
not,  then  the  prisoners  and  the  members  of  the  American 
Railway  Union  were  engaged  in  no  unlawful  combination  or 
conspiracy.  The  allegation  that  the  prisoners,  officers  and 
directors  of  the  American  Railway  Union  did  issue  and  pro- 
mulgate certain  orders  and  requests  to  the  members  of  the 
union  in  the  service  of  certain  railway  companies  in  pursu- 
ance of  said  [575]  unlawful  purpose  or  conspiracy,  did  not 
make  the  purpose  unlawful,  when  the  facts  stated  in  the  bill 
show  that  the  purpose  was  not  unlawful.  All  that  the  prison- 
ers are  charged  with  threatening  to  do,  or  having  done,  was 
for  the  purpose,  primarily,  of  bringing  about  an  adjustment 
of  the  differences  between  the  Pullman  Company  and  its 
employes.    It  is  only  incidentally  in  pursuit  of  this  lawful 
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purpose  that  prisoners  are  charged  with  obstructing  com- 
merce. 

The  boycott  of  the  Pullman  sleepers  was,  as  the  bill  shows, 
not  to  obstruct  commerce,  but  for  an  entirely  different  pur- 
pose. 

It  was  not  unlawful  for  the  American  Bailway  Union  to 
call  off  the  members  of  the  organization,  although  it  might 
incidentally  affect  the  operation  of  the  railroads.  Refusing 
to  work  for  a  railroad  company  is  no  crime,  and  though  such 
action  may  incidentally  delay  the  mails  or  interfere  with 
interstate  commerce,  it  being  a  lawful  act,  and  not  done  for 
that  purpose,  is  no  offence. 

II.  In  the  proceeding  now  before  the  court  the  main  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  bill  states  a  case  over  which  a  court  of 
equity  has  jurisdiction;  if  not,  then  the  injunction  was  void 
and  the  prisoners  are  entitled  to  their  discharge. 

This  court  has  often  said  that  equity  jurisdiction  of  the 
Federal  courts  is  such  as  was  exercised  by  the  high  court  of 
chancery  of  England  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Con- 
stitution, or  has  been  conferred  upon  them  by  Congress. 
Miils  V.  Cohn,  150  U.  S.  202. 

This  is  not  a  bill  by  the  owner  of  property  to  prevent  an 
irreparable  injury.  The  government  does  not  own  the  rail- 
roads. It  is  a  bill  by  the  government  to  prevent  interfer- 
ence with  the  private  property  of  the  citizen,  lest  such  inter- 
ference restrain  commerce  among  the  States. 

It  was  said  by  this  court,  {License  Tax  Cases^  5  Wall.  470,) 
alluding  to  the  internal  commerce  or  domestic  trade  of  the 
States :  "  Over  this  commerce  Congress  has  no  power  of  reg- 
ulation, nor  any  direct  control.  This  power  belongs  exclu- 
sively to  the  States.  No  interference  by  Congress  with  the 
business  of  citizens  transacted  within  a  State  is  warranted 
by  the  Constitution,  except  such  as  is  strictly  incidental  to 
the  exercise  of  [676]  powers  clearly  granted  to  the  legisla- 
ture." Genesee  Chiefs  12  How.  443,  452;  Veazie  v.  MooTj 
14  How.  568. 

The  chancery  court  of  England  entertained  no  such  juris- 
diction when  the  Constitution  was  adopted. 

If  the  prisoners  were  guilty  of  an  offence  against  the 
United  States  by  any  acts  which  interfered  with  the  trans- 
10870^— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 37 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


576  158   UNITED  STATES  BEPOBTS,  576. 

Armament  for  petltlonen. 

portation  of  the  mails,  the  laws  provide  for  their  punish- 
ment; but  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  an  injunction 
to  stay  proceedings  in  a  criminal  matter.  ^^  If  they  did," 
said  Chief  Justice  Holt,  ^  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench  woidd 
break  it,  and  protect  any  that  would  proceed  in  contempt  of 
it"  Accordingly,  in  the  case  of  Lord  Montague  v.  Dudraan^ 
Lord  Hardwicke  allowed  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  stay  proceedings  cm  a  mandamus  issued  to  compel 
the  lord  of  a  manor  to  hold  a  court  "  The  court,"  he  said, 
'^  has  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  an  injunction  to  stay  proceed- 
ings on  a  mandamus,  or  on  an  indictment,  or  an  information, 
or  a  writ  of  prohibition."  3  Perkins'  ed.  Daniell's  Ch.  Pr. 
1721. 

in.  It  is  not  in  the  power  of  Congress  to  confer  upon  a 
court  of  equity  jurisdiction  unless  of  an  equitable  nature, 
which  jurisdiction  over  crimes  is  not  The  Ccmstitution 
recognizes  and  confers  upon  the  judicial  departm^it  juris- 
diction in  certain  cases  in  law  and  equity,  and  provides  that 
trial  of  all  crimes,  except  in  cases  of  impeachment,  shall  be 
by  jury,  and  in  common  law  cases  preserves  the  right  of  trial 
by  jury.  It  is  not  competent  for  Congress  to  break  down 
^  this  distinction  between  law  and  equity  by  conferring  upon 
courts  of  equity,  jurisdiction  of  criminal  and  common  law 
cases  and  thereby  deny  parties  the  right  to  a  jury  trial. 

The  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies  does  not  apply  to  the  case  stated 
in  the  bill.  If  it  does,  then  it  is  unconstitutional.  If  a 
court  of  equity  is  authorized  to  restrain  and  prevent  persons 
from. the  commission  of  crimes  or  misdemeanors  prohibited 
by  law,  it  must  have  the  power  to  enforce  its  restraining 
order.  In  this  case  some  of  the  parties  are  sentenced  to 
imprisonment  for  six  months,  and  for  what?  For  doing 
some  of  the  things  forbidden  by  a  criminal  statute.  If  they 
have  done  none  of  the  [677]  things  forbidden,  they  have 
not  violated  the  injunction,  for  it  could  only  restrain  them 
from  doing  what  the  law  forbade.  It  follows  that  by  indi- 
rection a  court  of  equity  under  its  assumed  jurisdiction  to 
issue  injunctions  and  pimish  for  contempts,  is  made  to  exe- 
cute a  criminal  statute  and  deprive  persons  of  their  liberty 
without  a  jury  trial.    This  a  court  of  equity  has  no  power 
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to  do,  nor  is  it  c<mii)etent  for  Congress  to  confer  such  a 
power  on  a  court  of  equity. 

Mr.  Assistant  Attorn^  General  Whitney  for  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  S.  S.  Gregory  for  the  petitioners. 

Mr.  Edwin  Walker  for  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  for  the  United  States. 

Mr.  C.  8.  Darrow  for  the  petitioners. 

Mr.  Justice  Brewek,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court 

The  case  presented  by  the  bill  is  this:  The  United  States, 
finding  that  the  interstate  transportation  of  persons  and 
property,  as  well  as  the  carriage  of  the  mails,  is  forcibly  ob- 
structed, and  that  a  combination  and  conspiracy  exi^  to 
•subject  the  control  of  such  transportation  to  the  will  of  the 
conspirators,  applied  to  one  of  their  courts,  sitting  as  a 
court  of  equity,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  such  obstruction 
and  prevent  carrying  into  effect  sudi  conspiracy.  Two  ques- 
tions of  importance  are  presented:  First  Are  the  relations 
of  the  general  government  to  interstate  commerce  and  the 
transp(»:tation  of  the  mails  such  as  authorize  a  direct  inter- 
ference to  prevent  a  forcible  obstruction  thereof?  Second. 
If  authority  exists,  as  authority  in  governmental  affairs  im- 
plies both  power  and  duty,  has  a  court  of  equity  jurisdiction 
to  issue  an  injunction  in  aid  of  the  performance  of  such  duty. 

[678]  First  What  are  the  relations  of  the  general  govern- 
ment to  interstate  commerce  and  the  transportation  of  the 
mails?  They  are  those  of  direct  supervision,  control,  and 
management.  While  under  the  dual  system  which  prevails 
with  us  the  powers  of  government  are  distributed  between 
the  State  and  the  Nation,  and  while  the  latter  is  properly 
styled  a  government  of  enumerated  powers,  yet  within  the 
limits  of  such  enumeration  it  has  all  the  attributes  of  sov- 
ereignty, and,  in  the  exercise  of  those  enumerated  powers, 
acts  directly  upon  the  citizen,  and  not  through  the  inter- 
mediate agency  of  the  State. 
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"The  goTernment  of  the  Union,  then,  is,  emphatically  and  trnly, 
a  goTernment  of  the  people.  In  form  and  in  substance  it  emanates 
from  them.  Its  powers  are  granted  by  them,  and  are  to  be  exercised 
directly  on  them,  and  for  their  benefit" 

**No  trace  is  to  be  found  in  the  Constitution  of  an  intention  to 
create  a  dependence  of  the  goTemment  of  the  Union  on  those  of  the 
States,  for  the  execution  of  the  great  powers  assigned  to  it  Its 
means  are  adequate  to  its  ends ;  and  on  those  means  alone  was  it  ex- 
pected to  rely  for  the  accomplishment  of  its  ends.  To  impose  on  it 
the  necessity  of  resorting  to  means  which  it  cannot  control,  which 
another  government  may  furnish  or  withhold,  would  render  its  course 
precarious,  the  result  of  its  measures  uncertain,  and  create  a  depend- 
ence on  other  goremments,  which  might  disappoint  Its  most  Important 
designs,  and  Is  incompatible  with  the  language  of  the  Constitution." 
Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  McCulloch  y.  Maryland,  4  Wheat  316, 
405,  424. 

'*  Both  the  States  and  the  United  States  existed  before  the  Consti- 
tution. The  people,  through  that  Instrument,  established  a  more  per- 
fect union  by  substituting  a  national  government,  acting,  with  ample 
power,  directly  upon  the  citizens,  instead  of  the  confederate  govern- 
ment which  acted  with  powers,  greatly  restricted,  only  upon  the 
States."    Chief  Justice  Chase  in  Lane  County  v.  Oregon,  7  Wall.  71,  7a 

"  We  hold  it  to  be  an  incontrovertible  principle,  that  the  government 
of  the  United  States  may,  by  means  of  physical  force,  exercised 
through  its  official  agents,  execute  on  every  foot  of  American  soil  the 
powers  and  functions  that  belong  to  [579]  it  This  necessarily  in- 
volves the  power  to  command  obedience  to  its  laws,  and  hence  the 
power  to  keep  the  peace  to  that  extent 

"This  power  to  enforce  its  laws  and  to  execute  its  functions  In  all 
places  does  not  derogate  from  the  power  of  the  State  to  execute  Its 
laws  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  places.  The  one  does  not  ex- 
clude the  other,  except  where  both  cannot  be  executed  at  the  same 
time.  In  that  case,  the  words  of  the  Constitution  itself  show  which 
is  to  yield.  'This  Constitution,  and  all  laws  which  shall  be  made 
in  pursuance  thereof,  .  .  .  shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.' " 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley  in  Ew  parte  Seibold,  100  U.  S.  371,  395.  See  also, 
Schooner  Exchange  v.  McFaddon,  7  Cranch,  116,  136;  Cohens  v.  Vir- 
ginia, 6  Wheat  264,  413;  Legal  Tender  Cases,  12  Wall.  457,  655; 
Tennessee  v.  Davis,  100  U.  S.  257;  The  Chinese  Exclusion  Case,  180 
U.  S.  581 ;  In  re  N eagle,  135  U.  S.  1 ;  Logan  v.  United  States,  144  U.  S. 
263;  Fong  Yue  Ting  v.  United  States,  149  U.  S.  698;  In  re  Quarles, 
ante,  532. 

Among  the  powers  expre&sly  given  to  the  national  gov- 
ernment are  the  control  of  interstate  commerce  and  the  crea- 
tion and  management  of  a  post  office  system  for  the  nation. 
Article  I,  section  8,  of  the  Constitution  provides  that  "  the 
Congress  shall  have  power.  .  .  .  Third,  to  regulate 
commerce  with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several  States, 
and  with  the  Indian  tribes.  •  •  •  Seventh,  to  establish 
post  offices  and  post  roads.'' 

Congress  has  exercised  the  power  granted  in  respect  to 
interstate  commerce  in  a  variety  of  legislative  acts.  Passing 
by  for  the  present  all  that  legislation  in  respect  to  commerce 
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by  water,  and  considering  only  that  which  bears  upon  rail- 
road interstate  transportation,  (for  this  is  the  specific  matter 
involved  in  this  case,)  these  acts  may  be  noticed:  First,  that 
of  June  15, 1866,  c  124, 14  Stat  66,  carried  into  the  Revised 
Statutes  as  section  5258,  which  provides: 

"  Whereas  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  confers  upon  Con- 
gress, in  express  tenns,  the  power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the 
seyeral  States,  to  establish  post  roads,  and  to  raise  and  support 
armies:  Therefore,  Be  it  enacted  by  the  [680]  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  as- 
semhled,  That  every  railroad  company  in  the  United  States  whose 
road  is  operated  by  steam,  its  successors  and  assigns,  be,  and  is  hereby, 
authorized  to  carry  upon  and  over  its  road,  boats,  bridges,  and  ferries 
all  passengers,  troops,  government  supplies,  mails,  freight,  and  prop- 
erty on  their  way  from  any  State  to  another  State,  and  to  receive 
compensation  therefor,  and  to  connect  with  roads  of  other  States  so 
as  to  form  continuous  lines  for  the  transportation  of  the  same  to  the 
place  of  destination.'' 

Second.  That  of  March  3, 1873,  c.  252, 17  Stat  584,  (Rev. 
Stat  §§  4386  to  4389,)  which  regulates  the  transportation  of 
live  stock  over  interstate  railroads.  Third.  That  of  May  29, 
1884,  c.  60,  §  6,  23  Stat  31,  32,  prohibiting  interstate  trans- 
portation by  railroads  of  live  stock  affected  with  any  conta- 
gious or  infectious  disease.  Fourth.  That  of  February  4, 
1887,  c.  104,  24  Stat  379,  with  its  amendments  of  March  2, 
1889,  c.  382,  25  Stat  855,  and  February  10,  1891,  c  128,  26 
Stat.  743,  known  as  the  "  interstate  commerce  act,"  by  which 
a  commission  was  created  with  large  powers  of  regulation 
and  control  of  interstate  commerce  by  railroads,  and  the  six- 
teenth section  of  which  act  gives  to  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  power  to  enforce  the  orders  of  the  commission.  Fifth. 
That  of  October  1, 1888,  c  1063,  25  Stat  501,  providing  for 
arbitration  between  railroad  interstate  companies  and  their 
employ&;  and,  sixth,  the  act  of  March  2,  1893,  c  196,  27 
Stat  631,  requiring  the  use  of  automatic  couplers  on  inter- 
state trains,  and  empowering  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission to  enforce  its  provisions. 

Under  the  power  vested  in  Congress  to  establish  post  offices 
and  post  roads.  Congress  has,  by  a  mass  of  legislation,  estab- 
lished the  great  post  office  system  of  the  country,  with  all  its 
detail  of  organization,  its  machinery  for  the  transaction  of 
business,  defining  what  shall  be  carried  and  what  not,  and  the 
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prices  of  carriage,  and  also  prescribing  penalties  for  all 
offences  against  it 

Obviously  these  powers  given  to  the  national  government 
over  interstate  commerce  and  in  respect  to  the  transportation 
[681]  of  the  mails  were  not  dormant  and  unused.  Congress 
had  taken  hold  of  these  two  matters,  and  by  various  and  spe- 
cific acts  had  assumed  and  exercised  the  powers  given  to  it, 
and  was  in  the  full  discharge  of  its  duty  to  regulate  interstate 
commerce  and  carry  the  mails.  The  validity  of  such  exercise 
and  the  exclusiveness  of  its  control  had  been  again  and  again 
presented  to  this  court  for  consideration.  It  is  curious  to 
note  the  fact  that  in  a  large  proportion  of  the  cases  in  re- 
spect to  interstate  commerce  brought  to  this  court  the  ques- 
tion presented  was  of  the  validity  of  state  legislation  in  its 
bearings  upon  interstate  commerce,  and  the  uniform  course  of 
decision  has  been  to  declare  that  it  is  not  within  the  com- 
petency of  a  State  to  legislate  in  such  a  manner  as  to  obstruct 
interstate  commerce.  If  a  State  with  its  recognized  powers 
of  sovereignty  is  impotent  to  obstruct  interstate  commerce, 
can  it  be  that  any  mere  voluntary  association  of  individuals 
within  the  limits  of  that  State  has  a  power  which  the  State 
itself  does  not  possess? 

As,  under  the  Constitution,  power  over  interstate  com- 
merce and  the  transportation  of  the  mails  is  vested  in  the 
national  government,  and  Congress  by  virtue  of  such  grant 
has  assumed  actual  and  direct  control,  it  follows  that  the 
national  government  may  prevent  any  unlawful  and  forcible 
interference  therewith.  But  how  shall  this  be  accom- 
plished? Doubtless,  it  is  within  the  competency  of  Con- 
gress to  prescribe  by  legislation  that  any  interference  with 
these  matters  shall  be  offences  against  the  United  States, 
and  prosecuted  and  punished  by  indictment  in  the  proper 
courts.  But  is  that  the  only  remedy?  Have  the  vast  inter- 
ests of  the  nation  in  interstate  commerce,  and  in  the  trans- 
portation of  the  mails,  no  other  protection  than  lies  in  the 
possible  punishment  of  those  who  interfere  with  it?  To 
ask  the  question  is  to  answer  it  By  article  8,  section  2, 
clause  8,  of  the  Federal  Constitution  it  is  provided:  **The 
trial  of  all  crimes  except  in  cases  of  impeachment  shall  be  by 
jury;   and  such  trial  shall  be  held  in  the  State  where  the 
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said  crime  shall  have  been  committed."  If  all  the  inhabit- 
ants of  a  State,  or  evea  a  great  body  of  them,  should  com- 
bine to  obstruct  interstate  c<»mnerce  or  the  transportation 
[688]  of  the  mails,  prosecutions  for  such  offences  had  in 
such  a  community  would  be  doomed  in  advanoe  to  failure. 
And  if  the  certainty  of  such  failure  was  known,  and  the 
national  government  had  no  other  way  to  enforce  the  free- 
dom of  interstate  commerce  and  the  transportatikm  of  the 
mails  than  by  prosecution  and  punishment  for  interference 
therewith,  the  whole  interests  of  the  nation  in  these  respects 
would  be  at  the  absolute  mercy  of  a  portion  of  the  inhabit- 
ants of  that  single  State. 

But  there  is  no  such  impotency  in  the  national  govern- 
ment. The  entire  strength  of  the  nation  may  be  used  to 
enforce  in  any  part  of  the  land  the  full  and  free  ezercilie  of 
all  national  powers  and  the  security  of  all  rights  eitlrusled 
by  the  Constitution  to  its  care.  The  strong  arm  of  the  na- 
tional goYemment  may  be  put  forth  to  brui^  away  aU  ob- 
structions to  the  freed(»n  of  interstate  commerce  or  the 
transportation  of  the  mails.  If  the  emergency  arises,  the 
army  of  the  Nati<m,  and  all  its  militia,  are  at  the  service  of 
the  Nation  to  compel  obedience  to  its  laws. 

But  passing  to  the  second  question,  is  fhero  no  other  alter- 
native than  the  use  of  foree  on  the  part  of  the  executive 
authorities  whenever  obstructions  arise  to  the  freedom  of 
interstate  commerce  or  the  transportation  of  the  mails!  Is 
the  army  the  only  instrument  by  which  rights  of  the  public 
can  be  enf<»roed  and  the  peace  of  the  nation  preserved? 
Grant  that  any  public  nuisance  may  be  forcibly  abated 
either  at  the  instance  of  the  authorities,  or  by  any  individual 
su£Fering  private  damage  therefrom,  the  existence  of  this 
right  of  forcible  abatement  is  not  inconsistent  with  nor  does 
it  destroy  the  right  of  appeal  in  an  orderly  way  to  the  courts 
f<Nr  a  judicial  determination,  and  an  exerdse  of  their  powers 
by  writ  of  injunction  and  otherwise  to  accomplish  the  same 
result  In  Stamford  v.  Stamford  Horse  Railroad  Oo.y  66 
Connecticut,  381,  an  injunction  was  asked  by  the  borough  to 
restrain  the  company  £rom  laying  down  its  track  in  a  street 
of  the  borough.  The  right  of  the  bwough  to  forcibly  re- 
move the  track  was  insisted  upon  as  a  ground  for  question- 
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ing  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity,  but  the  court  sus- 
tained the  injunction,  adding:  "And  none  the  less  so  because 
of  its  right  to  remove  [588]  the  track  by  force.  As  a  rule, 
injunctions  are  denied  to  those  .who  have  adequate  remedy 
at  law.  Where  the  choice  is  between  the  ordinary  and  the 
extraordinary  processes  of  law,  and  the  former  are  sufficient, 
the  rule  will  not  permit  the  use  of  the  latter.  In  some  cases 
of  nuisance  and  in  some  cases  of  trespass  the  law  permits  an 
individual  to  abate  the  one  and  prevent  the  other  by  force, 
because  such  permission  is  necessary  to  the  complete  protec- 
tion of  property  and  person.  When  the  choice  is  between 
redress  or  prevention  of  injury  by  force  and  by  peaceful 
process,  the  law  is  well  pleased  if  the  individual  will  con- 
sent to  waive  his  right  to  the  use  of  force  and  await  its 
action.  Therefore,  as  between  force  and  the  extraordinary 
writ  of  injunction,  the  rule  will  permit  the  latter.'' 

So,  in  the  case  before  us,  the  right  to  use  force  does  not 
exclude  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  courts  for  a  judicial  deter- 
mination and  for  the  exercise  of  all  their  powers  of  preven- 
tion. Indeed,  it  is  more  to  the  praise  than  to  the  blame  of 
the  government,  that,  instead  of  determining  for  itself  ques- 
tions of  right  and  wrong  on  the  part  of  these  petitioners  and 
their  associates  and  enforcing  that  determination  by  the  dub 
of  the  policeman  and  the  bayonet  of  the  soldier,  it  submitted 
all  those  questions  to  the  peaceful  determination  of  judicial 
tribunals,  and  invoked  their  consideration  and  judgment  as 
to  the  measure  of  its  rights  and  powers  and  the  correlative 
obligations  of  those  against  whom  it  made  complaint.  And 
it  is  equally  to  the  credit  of  the  latter  that  the  judgment  of 
those  tribunals  was  by  the  great  body  of  them  respected,  and 
the  troubles  which  threatened  so  much  disaster  terminated. 

Neither  can  it  be  doubted  that  the  government  has  such  an 
interest  in  the  subject-matter  as  enables  it  to  appear  as  party 
plaintiff  in  this  suit.  It  is  said  that  equity  only  interferes 
for  the  protection  of  property,  and  that  the  government  has 
no  property  interest.  A  sufficient  reply  is  that  the  United 
States  have  a  property  in  the  mails,  the  protection  of  which 
was  one  of  the  purposes  of  this  bilL  Searight  v.  Stokes^  8 
How.  151,  169,  arose  upon  a  compact  between  the  United 
States  and  the  State  of  Penn^lvania  in  respect  to  the  Cum- 
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berland  Road,  which  provided,  among  other  things,  ^^  that  no 
toll  shall  be  [584]  received  or  collected  for  the  passage  of  any 
wagon  or  carriage  laden  with  the  property  of  the  United 
States;  "  the  question  being  whether  a  carriage  employed  in 
transporting  the  mails  of  the  United  States  was  one  ''  laden 
with  the  property  of  the  United  States,"  and  it  was  held 
that  it  was,  the  court,  by  Chief  Justice  Taney,  saying:  "  The 
United  States  have  unquestionably  a  property  in  the  mails. 
They  are  not  mere  conmion  carriers,  but  a  government,  per- 
forming a  high  official  duty  in  holding  and  guarding  its 
own  property  as  well  as  that  of  its  citizens  committed  to  its 
care;  for  a  very  large  portion  of  the  letters  and  packages 
conveyed  on  this  road,  especially  during  the  session  of  Con- 
gress, consists  of  communications  to  or  from  the  officers  of 
Che  executive  departments,  or  members  of  the  legislature, 
on  public  service,  or  in  relation  to  matters  of  public  concern. 
.  .  .  We  think  that  a  carriage,  whenever  it  is  carrying 
the  mail,  is  laden  with  the  property  of  the  United  States 
within  the  true  meaning  of  the  compact" 

We  do  not  care  to  place  our  decision  upon  this  ground 
alone.  Every  government,  entrusted,  by  the  very  terms  of 
its  being,  with  powers  and  duties  to  be  exercised  and  dis- 
charged for  the  general  welfare,  has  a  right  to  apply  to  its 
own  courts  for  any  proper  assistance  in  the  exercise  of  the . 
one  and  the  discharge  of  the  other,  and  it  is  no  sufficient 
answer  to  its  appeal  to  one  of  those  courts  that  it  has  no 
pecimiary  interest  in  the  matter.  The  obligations  which  it 
is  under  to  promote  the  interest  of  all,  and  to  prevent  the 
wrongdoing  of  one  resulting  in  injury  to  the  general  wel- 
fare, is  often  of  itself  sufficient  to  give  it  a  standing  in  court 
This  proposition  in  some  of  its  relations  has  heretofore  re- 
ceived the  sanction  of  this  court  In  United  States  v.  San 
Jacinto  Tin  Co.^  125  U.  S.  273,  285,  was  presented  an  appli- 
cation of  the  United  States  to  cancel  and  annul  a  patent  for 
land  on  the  ground  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud  or  mistake. 
The  right  of  the  United  States  to  maintain  such  a  suit  was 
affirmed,  though  it  was  held  that  if  the  controversy  was  really 
one  only  between  individuals  in  respect  to  their  claims  to 
property  the  government  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  in- 
terfere, the  court  saying:  "  If  it  be  a  que5?tion  of  property 
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a  case  must  be  made  in  which  the  court  can  afford  a  remedy  in 
[585]  regard  to  that  property;  if  it  be  a  question  of  fraud 
which  would  render  the  instrument  void,  the  fraud  most 
operate  to  the  prejudice  of  the  United  States;  and  if  it  is 
apparent  that  the  suit  is  brought  for  the  benefit  of  some  third 
party,  and  that  the  United  States  has  no  pecuniary  interest 
in  the  remedy  sought,  and  is  under  no  obligation  to  the 
party  who  will  be  benefited  to  sustain  an  action  for  his  use; 
in  short,  if  there  does  not  appear  any  obligation  on  the  part 
of  the  United  States  to  the  public  or  to  any  individual,  or 
any  interest  of  its  own,  it  can  no  more  sustain  such  an  action 
than  any  private  person  could  under  similar  circumstances." 
This  language  was  relied  upon  in  the  subsequent  case  of 
United  States  v.  BeU  Telephone  Comjxmy^  128  U.  8.  816, 
367,  which  was  a  suit  brought  by  the  United  States  to  set 
aside  a  patent  for  an  invention  on  the  ground  that  it  had 
been  obtained  by  fraud  or  mistake,  and  it  was  claimed  that 
the  United  States,  having  no  pecuniary  interest  in  the 
subject-matter  of  the  suit,  could  not  be  heard  to  question  the 
validity  of  the  patent.  But  this  contention  was  overruled, 
the  court  saying,  in  response  to  this  argument,  after  quoting 
the  foregoing  language  from  the  San  Jacinto  case:  "This 
language  is  construed  by  counsel  for  the  appellee  in  this 
case  to  limit  the  relief  granted  at  the  instance  of  the  United 
States  to  cases  in  which  it  has  a  direct  pecuniary  interest 
But  it  is  not  susceptible  of  such  construction.  It  was  evi- 
dently in  the  mind  of  the  court  that  the  case  before  it  was 
one  where  the  property  right  to  the  land  in  controversy  was 
the  matter  of  importance,  but  it  was  careful  to  say  that  the 
cases  in  which  the  instrumentality  of  the  court  cannot  thus 
be  used  are  those  where  the  United  States  has  no  pecuniary 
interest  in  the  remedy  sought,  and  is  also  under  no  obliga- 
tion to  the  party  who  will  be  benefited  to  sustain  an  action 
for  his  use,  and  also  where  it  does  not  appear  that  any  obliga- 
tion existed  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  the  public  or 
to  any  individual.  The  essence  of  the  right  of  the  United 
States  to  interfere  in  the  present  case  is  its  obligation  to  pro- 
tect the  public  from  the  monopoly  of  the  patent  which  was 
procured  by  fraud,  and  it  would  be  difficult  to  find  language 
more  aptly  used  to  include  this  in  the  class  of  causes  which 
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are  not  excluded  [686]  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  by 
want  of  interest  in  the  government  of  the  United  States.'* 

It  is  obvious  from  these  decisions  that  while  it  is  not  the 
province  of  the  government  to  interfere  in  any  mere  matter 
of  private  controversy  between  individuals,  or  to  use  its 
great  powers  to  enforce  the  rights  of  one  against  another, 
yet,  whenever  the  wrongs  complained  of  are  such  as  affect  the 
public  at  large,  and  are  in  respect  of  matters  which  by  the 
Constitution  are  entrusted  to  the  care  of  the  Nation,  and 
concerning  which  the  Nation  owes  the  duty  to  all  the  citi- 
zens of  securing  to  them  their  common  rights,  then  the  mere 
fact  that  the  government  has  no  pecuniary  interest  in  the 
controversy  is  not  sufficient  to  exclude  it  frcwn  the  courts,  or 
prevent  it  from  taking  measures  therein  to  fully  discharge 
those  constitutional  duties. 

The  national  government,  given  by  the  Constitution  power 
to  regulate  interstate  commerce,  has  by  express  statute  as- 
sumed jurisdiction  over  such  commerce  when  carried  upon 
railroads.  It  is  charged,  therefore,  with  the  duty  of  keeping 
those  highways  of  interstate  commerce  free  from  obstruction, 
for  it  has  always  been  recognized  as  one  of  the  powers  and 
duties  of  a  government  to  remove  obstructions  from  the  high- 
ways under  its  control. 

As  said  in  Oihnan  v.  Philadelphia,  8  Wall.  713,  724:  "  The 
power  to  regulate  commerce  comprehends  the  control  for 
that  purpose,  and  to  the  extent  necessary,  of  all  the  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States  which  are  accessible  from  a 
State  other  than  those  in  which  they  lie.  For  this  purpose 
they  are  the  public  property  of  the  nation,  and  subject  to  all 
the  requisite  legislation  By  Congress.  This  necessarily  in- 
cludes the  power  to  keep  them  open  and  free  from  any  ob- 
struction to  their  navigation,  interposed  by  the  States  or 
otherwise;  to  remove  such  obstructions  when  they  exist;  and 
to  provide,  by  such  sanctions  as  they  may  deem  proper, 
against  the  occurrence  of  the  evil  and  for  the  punishment  of 
offenders.  For  these  purposes.  Congress  possesses  all  the 
powers  which  existed  in  the  States  before  the  adoption  of  the 
national  Constitution,  and  which  have  always  existed  in  the 
Parliament  in  England." 

See  also  the  following  authorities  in  which  at  the  instance 
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of  [687]  the  State,  or  of  some  municipality  thereof  within 
whose  limits  the  obstructed  highway  existed,  a  like  power 
was  asserted:  Stamford  y.. Stamford  Horse  Railroad  Co.^  66 
Cionnecticut,  881;  People  v.  Vanderbat,  28  N.  Y,  896;  State 
V.  Dayton  <&  Southeastern  Railroady  86  Ohio  St  434 ;  Spring- 
field V.  Connecticut  River  Rail/road^  4  Gush.  68;  Attorney 
General  v.  Woods^  108  Mass,  436;  Easton  and  Amiboy  Rail- 
road Go.  V.  Greenwich^  25  N.  J.  Eq.  566 ;  Steams  County  v. 
St.  Cloud,  Mankato  and  Austin  Railroad,  86  Minnesota,  426; 
Rio  Grande  Railroad  Co.  v.  Brownsville,  46  Texas,  88; 
Philadelphia  v.  ISth  <&  16^A  Street  Passenger  RaUway  Co.,  8 
Phil.  648.  Indeed,  the  obstruction  of  a  highway  is  a  public 
nuisance,  4  Bl.  Com.  167,*  and  a  public  nuisance  has  always 
been  held  subject  to  abatement  at  the  instance  of  the  govern- 
ment Attorney  General  v.  Tudor  Ice  Co.,  104  Mass.  289, 
244;  Attorney  General  ^r.  Jamaica  Pond  Aqueduct  Corporor 
tion,  188  Mass.  361 ;  Village  of  Pine  City  v.  Munchj  42  Min- 
nesota, 842;  State  v.  Goodnight,  70  Texas,  682. 

It  may  not  be  amiss  to  notice  a  few  of  the  leading  cases. 
City  of  Georgetown  v.  Alexandria  CaTial  Co.,  12  Pet  91,  98, 
was  a  bill  filed  by  the  plaintiff  to  restrain  the  construction  of 
an  aqueduct  across  the  Potomac  River.  While  under  the 
facts  of  that  case  the  relief  prayed  for  was  denied,  yet,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  was  sustained.  After  referring  to 
the  right  to  maintain  an  action  at  law  for  damages,  it  was 
said: 

"Besides  this  remedy  at  law,  it  is  now  settled,  that  a  court  of 
equity  may  take  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  public  nuisance,  by  an  In- 
formation filed  by  the  Attorney  General.  This  Jurisdiction  seems  to 
have  been  acted  on  with  great  caution  and  hesitancy.  .  .  .  Yet  the 
Jurisdiction  has  been  finally  sustained,  upon  the  principle  that  equity 
can  giro  more  adequate  and  complete  relief  than  can  be  obtained 
at  law.  Whilst,  therefore,  it  is  admitted  by  aU  that  it  is  confessedly 
one  of  delicacy,  and  accordingly  the  instances  of  its  exercise  are 
rare,  yet  it  may  be  exercised  in  those  cases  in  which  there  Is  immi- 
nent danger  of  irreparable  mischief  before  the  tardiness  of  the  law 
could  reach  W* 

[588]  State  of  Pennsylvania  ▼.  Wheeling  Bridge  Co.,  18 
How.  518,  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  to 
enjoin  the  erection  of  a  bridge  over  the  Ohio  River  within  the 
limits  of  the  State  of  Virginia.  As  the  alleged  obstniction 
was  not  within  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  its  right  to  relief 
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was  only  that  of  an  individual  in  case  of  a  private  nuisance, 
and  it  was  said,  on  page  564: 

"The  injury  makes  the  obsrtructlen  a  private  nuisance  to  the  in- 
jured party;  and  the  doctrine  of  nuisance  applies  to  the  case  where 
the  jurisdiction  is  made  out,  the  same  as  in  a  public  prosecution.  If 
the  obstruction  be  unlawful,  and  the  injury  irreparable  by  a  suit  at 
common  law,  the  Injured  partjr  may  claim  the  extraordinary  protec- 
tion of  a  court  of  chancery. 

"  Such  a  proceeding  is  as  common  and  as  free  from  difficulty  as 
an  ordinary  injunction  bill,  against  a  proceedhig  at  law,  or  to  stay 
waste  or  trespass.  The  powers  of  a  court  of  chancery  are  as  well 
adapted,  and  as  effectual  for  relief  in  the  case  of  a  private  nuisance, 
as  in  either  of  the  cases  named.  And,  in  regard  to  the  exercise  of 
these  powers,  it  is  of  no  importance  whether  the  eastern  channel, 
over  which  the  bridge  is  thrown,  is  wholly  within  the  limits  of  the 
State  of  Virginia.  The  Ohio  being  a  navigable  stream,  sabject  to 
the  commercial  power  of  Congress,  and  over  which  that  power  has 
been  exerted,  if  the  river  be  within  the  State  of  Virginia,  the  com- 
merce upon  it,  which  extends  to  other  States,  is  not  within  its  juris- 
diction; consequently,  if  the  act  of  Virginia  authorized  the  structure 
of  the  bridge,  so  as  to  obstruct  navigation,  it  could  afford  no  justi- 
fication to  the  bridge  company.'' 

Coosaw  Mining  Co.  v.  South  Carolina^  144  U.  S.  550,  was  a 
bill  filed  by  the  State  in  one  of  its  own  courts  to  enjoin  the 
digging,  mining,  and  removing  phosphate  rock  and  deposits 
in  the  bed  of  a  navigable  river  within  its  territories.  The 
case  was  removed  by  the  defendant  to  the  Federal  court,  and 
in  that  court  the  relief  prayed  for  was  granted.  The  decree 
of  the  Circuit  Court  was  sustained  by  this  court,  and  in  the 
opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Harlan,  the  inatter  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion is  discussed  at  some  length,  and  several  cases  cited,  among 
them  Attorney  OeneroL  v.  Richards^  2  Anstr.  603;  Attorney 
[689]  General  v.  Forbes^  2  My.  &  Cr.  123;  Gibson  v.  Smithy 
2  Atk.  182;  Attorney  General  v.  Jamaica  Pond  Aqueduct 
Corporation^  183  Mass.  361.  From  Attorney  General  v. 
Porhes  was  quoted  this  declaration  of  the  Lord  Chancellor: 
"  Many  cases  might  have  been  produced  in  which  the  court 
has  interfered  to  prevent  nuisances  to  public  rivers  and  to 
public  harbors;  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  as  well  as 
this  court,  acting  as  a  court  of  equity,  has  a  well  established 
jurisdiction,  upon  a  proceeding  by  way  of  information,  to 
prevent  nuisances  to  public  harbors  and  public  roads;  and, 
in  short,  generally  to  prevent  public  nuisances."  And  from 
Attorney  Genercd  v.  Jamaica  Pond  Aqueduct  these  words  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts :  "  There  is 
another  ground  upon  which,  in  our  opinion,  this  information 
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can  be  maintained,  though  perhaps  it  belongs  to  the  same 
general  head  of  equity  jurisdiction  of  restraining  and  pre- 
venting nuisances.  The  great  ponds  of  the  Commonwealth 
belong  to  the  public,  and,  like  the  tide  waters  and  navigable 
streams,  are  under  the  control  and  care  of  the  C!ommonwealth. 
The  ri^ts  of  fishing,  boating,  bathing,  and  other  like  rights 
which  pertain  to  the  public  are  regarded  as  valuable  rights, 
entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  governm^it  ...  If  a 
corporation  or  an  individual  is  found  to  be  doing  acts  with- 
out right,  the  necessary  effect  of  which  is  to  destroy  or  impair 
these  rights  and  privileges,  it  furnishes  a  proper  case  for  an 
information  by  the  Attorney  General  to  restrain  and  prevent 
the  mischief."  An  additional  case,  not  noticed  in  that  opin- 
ion, may  also  be  referred  to.  Attorney  General  v.  Terry^ 
L.  R.  9  Ch,  423,  in  which  an  injunction  was  granted  against 
extending  a  wharf  a  few  feet  out  into  the  navigable  part  of 
a  river,  Mellish,  L.  J.,  saying:  "If  this  is  an  indictable 
nuisance  there  must  be  a  remedy  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
and  that  remedy  is  by  injunction,"  and  James,  L.  J.,  adding: 
"  I  entirely  concur.  Where  a  public  body  is  entrusted  with 
the  duty  of  being  conservators  of  a  river,  it  is  their  duty  to 
take  proceedings  for  the  protection  of  those  who  use  the 
river." 

It  is  said  that  the  jurisdiction  heretofore  exercised  by  the 
national  government  over  highways  has  been  in  respect  to 
[590]  waterways — ^the  natural  highways  of  the  country — 
and  not  over  artificial  highways  such  as  railroads;  but  the 
occasion  for  the  exercise  by  Congress  of  its  jurisdiction  over 
the  latter  is  of  recent  date.  Perhaps  the  first  act  in  the  course 
of  such  legislation  is  that  heretofore  referred  to,  of  June  14, 
1866,  but  the  basis  upon  which  rests  its  jurisdiction  over 
artificial  highways  is  the  same  as  that  which  supports  it  over 
the  natural  highways.  Both  spring  from  the  power  to  regu- 
late commerce.  The  national  government  has  no  separate 
dominion  over  a  river  within  the  limits  of  a  State;  its  juris- 
diction there  is  like  that  over  land  within  the  same  State. 
Its  control  over  the  river  is  simply  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that 
it  is  one  of  the  highways  of  interstate  and  international 
commerce.  The  great  case  of  Gibbons  v.  Ogden^  9  Wheat  1, 
197,  in  which  the  control  of  Congress  over  inland  waters  was 
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asserted,  rested  that  control  on  the  grant  of  the  power  to 
regulate  commerce.  The  argument  of  the  Chief  Justice  was 
that  commerce  includes  navigation,  "  and  a  power  to  regulate 
navigation  is  as  expressly  granted  as  if  that  term  had  been 
added  to  the  word  '  commerce.' "  In  order  to  fully  regulate 
commerce  with  foreign  nations  it  is  essential  that  the  power 
of  Congress  does  not  stop  at  the  borders  of  the  nation,  and 
equally  so  as  to  commerce  among  the  States : 

••The  power  of  Congress,  then,  comprehends  naylgation  within  the 
limits  of  every  State  in  the  Union,  so  far  as  that  navigation  may  l>e, 
in  any  manner,  connected  with  "commerce  with  foreign  nations,  or 
among  the  several  States,  or  with  the  Indian  trihe&"  It  may,  of  con- 
sequence, pass  the  Jurisdictional  line  of  New  York,  and  act  upon  the 
very  waters  to  which  the  prohibition  now  under  consideration  ap- 
plies." 

See  also  Gihnan  v.  Philadelphia^  3  Wall.  713,  725,  in  which 
it  was  said :  "  Wherever  '  commerce  among  the  States '  goes, 
the  power  of  the  nation,  as  represented  in  this  court,  goes 
with  it  to  protect  and  enforce  its  rights." 

Up  to  a  recent  date  commerce,  both  interstate  and  inter- 
national, was  mainly  by  water,  and  it  is  not  strange  that  both 
the  legislation  of  Congress  and  the  cases  in  the  courts  have 
been  principally  concerned  therewith.  The  fact  that  in  recent 
[691]  years  interstate  commerce  has  come  mainly  to  be  car- 
ried on  by  railroads  and  over  artificial  highways  has  in  no 
manner  narrowed  the  scope  of  the  constitutional  provision,  or 
abridged  the  power  of  Congress  over  such  commerce.  On 
the  contrary,  the  same  fulness  of  control  exists  in  the  one  case 
as  in  the  other,  and  the  same  power  to  remove  obstructions 
from  the  one  as  from  the  other. 

Constitutional  provisions  do  not  change,  but  their  operation 
extends  to  new  matters  as  the  modes  of  business  and  the 
habits  of  life  of  the  people  vary  with  each  succeeding  genera- 
tion. The  law  of  the  common  carrier  is  the  same  to-day  as 
when  transportation  on  land  was  by  coach  and  wagon,  and  on 
water  by  canal  boat  and  sailing  vessel,  yet  in  its  actual  opera- 
tion it  touches  and  regulates  transportation  by  modes  then 
unknown,  the  railroad  train  and  the  steamship.  Just  so  is  it 
with  the  grant  to  the  national  government  of  power  over  in- 
terstate commerce.  The  Constitution  has  not  changed.  The 
power  is  the  same.  But  it  operates  to-day  upon  modes  of 
interstate  commerce  unknown  to  the  fathers,  and  it  will  oper- 
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ate  with  equal  force  upon  any  new  modes  of  such  comm^ce 
which  the  future  may  develop. 

It  is  said  that  seldom  have  the  courts  assumed  jurisdiction 
to  restrain  by  injunction  in  suits  brought  by  the  government, 
either  state  or  national,  obstructions  to  highways,  either 
artificial  or  natural.  This  is  undoubtedly  true,  but  the  rea- 
son is  that  the  necessity  for  such  interference  has  only  been 
occasional.  Ordinarily  the  local  authorities  have  taken  full 
control  over  the  matter,  and  by  indictment  for  misdemeanor, 
or  in  some  kindred  way,  have  secured  the  removal  of  the  ob- 
struction and  the  cessation  of  the  nuisance.  As  said  in  Attor- 
ney General  v.  Brown^  24  N.  J.  Eq.  (9  C.  E.  Green)  89,  91 : 
"  The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  to  redress  the  grievance 
of  public  nuisances  by  injunction  is  undoubted  and  clearly 
established;  but  it  is  well  settled  that,  as  a  general  rule, 
equity  will  not  interfere,  where  the  object  sought  can  be  as 
well  attained  in  the  ordinary  tribimals.  Attorney  General 
V.  New  Jersey  Railroad^  2  C.  E.  Green,  (17  N.  J.  Eq.,)  136; 
Jersey  City  v.  City  of  Hudson^  2  Beasley,  (13  N.  J.  Eq.,) 
^20^4:2%;  Attorney  [692]  G^^neraZ  v.  FmAon,  3  C.  E.  Green, 
(18  N.  J.  Eq.,)  410;  Morris  <&  Essex  Railroad  v.  Prudden^  5 
C.  E.  Green,  (20  N.  J.  Eq.,)  530,  532;  High  on  Injunctions, 
§  521.  And  because  the  remedy  by  indictment  is  so  effica- 
cious, courts  of  equity  entertain  jurisdiction  in  such  cases 
with  great  reluctance,  whether  their  intervention  is  invoked 
at  the  instance  of  the  attorney  general,  or  of  a  private  indi- 
vidual who  suffers  some  injury  therefrom  distinct  from  that 
of  the  public,  and  they  will  only  do  so  where  there  appears  to 
be  a  necessity  for  their  interference.  Rowe  v.  The  Granite 
Bridge  Corporation^  21  Pick.  340,  347;  Morris  <&  Essex  Rail- 
road V.  Prudden,  supra.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of 
chancery  with  regard  to  public  nuisances  is  fomided  on  the 
irreparable  damage  to  individuals,  or  the  great  public  injury 
which  is  likely  to  ensue.  3  Daniell's  Oh.  Pr.  3d  ed.  Perkins's, 
1740."  Indeed,  it  may  be  affirmed  that  in  no  well-considered 
case  has  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere  by  injunc- 
tion in  cases  of  public  nuisance  been  denied,  the  only  denial 
ever  being  that  of  a  necessity  for  the  exercise  of  that  jurisdic- 
tion under  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case.  Story's 
Eq.  Jur.  §§  921,  923,  924;  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Jur.  §  1349;  High 
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on  Injunctions,  §§  745  and  1554;  2  DanielPs  Ch.  PL  and  Pr. 
4th  ed.  p.  1636. 

That  the  bill  filed  in  this  case  alleged  special  facts  calling 
for  the  exercise  of  all  the  powers  of  the  court  is  not  open  to 
question.  The  picture  drawn  in  it  of  the  vast  interests  in- 
volyed,  not  merely  of  the  city  of  Chicago  and  the  State  of 
Illinois,  but  of  all  the  States,  and  the  general  confusion  into 
which  the  interstate  commerce  of  the  country  was  thrown; 
the  forcible  interference  with  that  commerce;  the  attempted 
exercise  by  individuals  of  powers  belonging  only  to  govern- 
ment, and  the  threatened  continuance  of  such  invasions  of 
public  right,  presented  a  condition  of  affairs  which  called  for 
the  fullest  exercise  of  all  the  powers  of  the  courts.  If  ever 
there  was  a  special  exigency,  one  which  demanded  that  the 
oouii;  should  do  all  that  courts  can  do,  it  was  disclosed  by  this 
bill,  and  we  need  not  turn  to  the  public  history  of  the  day, 
which  only  reaflirms  with  clearest  emphasis  all  its  allegations. 

The  difference  between  a  public  nuisance  and  a  private  nui- 
[693]  sance  is  that  the  one  affects  the  people  at  large  and  the 
other  simply  the  individual.  The  quality  of  the  wrong  is  the 
same,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  over  them  rests  upon 
the  same  principles  and  goes  to  the  same  extent.  Of  course, 
circumstances  may  exist  in  one  case,  which  do  not  in  another, 
to  induce  the  court  to  interfere  or  to  refuse  to  interfere  by  in- 
junction, but  the  juri^ction,  tiie  power  to  interfere,  exists  in 
all  cases  of  nuisance.  True,  many  more  suits  are  brought  by 
individuals  than  by  the  public  to  enjoin  nuisances,  but  there 
are  two  reasons  for  this.  First,  the  instances  are  more  numer- 
ous of  private  than  of  public  nuisances;  and,  second,  oft^i 
that  which  is  in  fact  a  public  nuisance  is  restrained  at  the  suit 
of  a  private  individual,  whose  right  to  relief  arises  because  of 
a  q)ecial  injury  resulting  therefrom. 

Again,  it  is  objected  that  it  is  outside  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  court  of  equity  to  enjoin  the  commission  of  crimes.  This, 
as  a  general  proposition,  is  unquestioned.  A  chancellor  has 
no  criminal  jurisdiction.  Something  more  than  the  threat- 
ened commission  of  an  offence  against  the  laws  of  the  land 
is  necessary  to  call  into  exercise  the  injunctive  powers  of  the 
court  There  must  be  some  interferences,  actual  or  threat- 
ened, with  property  or  rights  of  a  pecuniary  nature,  but  when 
10870®— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 38 
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such  interferenoee  appear  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity 
arises,  and  is  not  destroyed  by  the  fact  that  they  are  ac- 
companied by  or  are  themselyes  violations  of  the  criminal 
law.  Thus,  in  Cranford  v.  TyrreU^  128  N.  Y.  841,  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  the  defendant  from  keeping  a  house  of  ill- 
fame  was  sustained,  the  court  saying,  on  page  344:  ^  That 
the  perpetrator  of  the  nuisance  is  amenable  to  the  provisions 
and  penalties  of  the  criminal  law  is  not  an  answer  to  an  action 
against  him  by  a  private  person  to  recover  for  injury  sus- 
tained, and  for  an  injunction  against  the  continued  use  of 
his  premises  in  such  a  manner."  And  in  Mobile  v.  LouU- 
vtUe  dk  NashviUe  Railroad^  84  Alabama,  116, 126,  is  a  similar 
declaration  in  these  words:  ^The  mere  fact  that  an  act  is 
criminal  does  not  divest  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  prev^it 
it  by  injunction,  if  it  be  also  a  violation  of  property  rights, 
and  the  party  aggrieved  has  no  other  adequate  remedy  for 
the  prevention  of  the  irreparable  [694]  injury  which  will 
result  from  the  failure  or  inability  of  a  court  of  law  to  re- 
dress such  rights." 

The  law  is  full  of  instances  in  which  the  same  act  may  give 
rise  to  a  civil  action  and  a  criminal  prosecution.  An  assault 
with  intent  to  kill  may  be  pimished  criminally,  under  an  in- 
dictment therefor,  or  will  support  a  civil  acticm  for  damages, 
and  the  same  is  true  of  all  other  offences  which  cause  injury 
to  person  or  property.  In  such  cases  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
civil  court  is  invoked,  not  to  enforce  the  criminal  law  and 
punish  the  wrongdoer,  but  to  compensate  the  injured  party 
for  the  damages  which  he  or  his  property  has  suffered,  and  it 
is  no  defence  to  the  civil  action  that  the  same  act  by  the  de- 
fendant exposes  him  also  to  indictment  and  punishment  in  a 
court  of  criminal  jurisdiction.  So  here,  the  acts  of  the  de- 
fendants may  or  may  not  have  been  violations  of  the  criminal 
law.  If  they  were,  that  matter  is  for  inquiry  in  other  pro- 
ceedings. The  complaint  made  against  them  in  tiiis  is  of 
disobedience  to  an  order  of  a  civil  court,  made  for  the  protec- 
tion of  property  and  the  security  of  rights.  If  any  criminal 
prosecution  be  brought  against  them  for  the  criminal  offences 
alleged  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  of  derailing  and  wrecking 
engines  and  trains,  assaulting  and  disabling  employ^  of  the 
railroad  companies,  it  will  be  no  defence  to  such  prosecution 
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that  they  disobeyed  the  orders  of  injunction  served  upon  them 
and  have  been  punished  for  such  disobedience. 

Nor  is  there  in  this  any  invasion  of  the  constitutional  right 
of  trial  by  jury.  We  fully  agree  with  counsel  that  "  it  mat- 
ters not  what  form  the  attempt  to  deny  constitutional  right 
may  take.  It  is  vain  and  ineffectual,  and  must  be  so  declared 
by  the  courts,"  and  we  reaffirm  the  declaration  made  for  the 
court  by  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  in  Boyd  v.  United  States^  116 
U.  S.  616,  635,  that ''  it  is  the  duty  of  courts  to  be  watchful 
for  the  constitutional  rights  of  the  citizen,  and  against  any 
stealthy  encroachments  thereon.  Their  motto  should  be 
ohsta  principUs.^  But  the  power  of  a  court  to  make  an  order 
carries  with  it  the  equal  power  to  punish  for  a  disobedience 
of  that  order,  and  the  inquiry  as  to  the  question  of  disobedi- 
ence has  been,  from  time  immemorial,  the  special  function 
of  the  court  And  [695]  this  is  no  technical  rule.  In  order 
that  a  court  may  compel  obedience  to  its  orders  it  must  have 
the  right  to  inquire  whether  there  has  been  any  disobedience 
thereof.  To  submit  the  question  of  disobedience  to  another 
tribunal,  be  it  a  jury  or  another  court,  would  operate  to  de- 
prive the  proceeding  of  half  its  efficiency.  In  the  Oase  of 
Tates^  4  Johns.  814,  369,  Chancellor  Kent,  then  Chief  Jus- 
tice of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New  York,  said: 
"  In  the  Case  of  The  Earl  of  Shaftesbury,  2  St.  Trials,  615; 
S.  C.  1  Mod.  144,  who  was  impriscmed  by  the  House  of  Lords 
for  ^  high  contempts  conmiitted  against  it,'  and  brought  into 
the  King's  Bench,  the  court  held  that  they  had  no  authority 
to  judge  of  the  contempt,  and  remanded  the  prisoner.  The 
court,  in  that  case,  seem  to  have  laid  down  a  principle  from 
which  they  never  have  departed,  and  which  is  essential  to 
the  due  administration  of  justice.  This  principle  that  every 
court,  at  least  of  the  superior  kind,  in  which  great  confidence 
is  placed,  must  be  the  sole  judge,  in  the  last  resort,  of  con- 
tempts arising  therein,  is  more  explicitly  defined  and  more 
emphatically  enforced  in  the  two  subsequent  cases  of  the 
Queen  v.  Paiy  and  others,  and  of  the  King  v.  Crosby.^  And 
again,  on  page  871,  ^  Mr.  Justice  Blackstone  pursued  the  same 
train  of  observation,  and  declared  that  all  courts,  by  which 
be  meant  to  include  the  two  houses  of  Parliament,  and  the 
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courts  of  Westminster  Hall,  could  have  no  control  in  matters 
of  contempt  That  the  sole  adjudication  of  contempts,  and 
the  punishments  thereof  belonged  ezclusiyely,  and  without 
interfering,  to  each  respective  court''  In  Watson  v.  WU- 
Uams^  36  Mississippi,  881,  841,  it  was  said:  ^  The  power  to 
fine  and  imprison  for  contempt,  from  the  earliest  history  of 
jurisprudence,  has  been  regarded  as  a  necessary  incident  and 
attribute  of  a  court,  without  which  it  could  no  more  exist 
than  without  a  judge.  It  is  a  power  inherent  in  all  courts 
of  record,  and  coexisting  with  them  by  the  wise  provisions 
of  the  common  law.  A  court  without  the  power  effectually 
to  protect  itself  against  the  assaults  of  the  lawless,  or  to  en- 
force its  orders,  judgments,  or  decrees  against  the  recusant 
parties  before  it,  would  be  a  disgrace  to  the  legislation,  and 
a  stigma  upon  the  age  which  invented  it"  In  Cart* 
[696]  wrighfs  Casey  114  Mass.  230,  238,  we  find  this  lan- 
guage: ^^The  summary  power  to  commit  and  punish  for 
contempts  tending  to  obstruct  or  degrade  the  administration 
of  justice  is  inherent  in  courts  of  chancery  and  other  superior 
courts,  as  essential  to  the  execution  of  their  powers  and  to 
the  maintenance  of  their  authority,  and  is  part  of  the  law  of 
the  land,  within  the  meaning  of  Magna  Charta  and  of  the 
twelfth  article  of  our  Declaration  of  Bights."  See  also 
United  States  v.  Hudson,  7  Granch,  82 ;  Anderson  v.  Dunnj 
6  Wheat  204;  Ex  parte  Robinson,  19  Wall.  605;  Mugler  v. 
Kansas,  123  U.  S.  623,  672;  Em  parte  Terry,  128  U.  S.  289; 
EHenbecker  v.  Plymouth  County,  184  U.  S.  81,  86,  in  whidi 
Mr.  Justice  Miller  observed:  "If  it  has  ever  been  under- 
stood that  proceedings  according  to  the  common  law  for 
contempt  of  court  have  been  subject  to  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury,  we  have  been  unable  to  find  any  instance  of  it; "  Inter- 
state  Commerce  Commission  v.  Brimson,  164  U.  S.  447,  488. 
In  this  last  case  it  was  said  "  surely  it  cannot  be  supposed  that 
the  question  of  contempt  of  the  authority  of  a  court  of  the 
Unit^  States,  committed  by  a  disobedience  of  its  orders, 
is  triable,  of  right,  by  a  jury." 

In  brief,  a  court,  enforcing  obedience  to  its  orders  by  pro- 
ceedings for  contempt,  is  not  executing  the  criminal  laws  of 
the  land,  but  only  securing  to  suitors  the  rights  which  it  has 
adjudged  them  entitled  to. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


IN  BB  DXB8,  PBTITIONEB.  595 

Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 
Further,  it  is  said  by  counsel  in  their  brief: 

^  No  case  can  be  dted  wbere  soch  a  bill  In  b^alf  of  the  sovereign 
has  been  entertained  against  riot  and  mob  violence,  thongb  occurlng 
on  the  highway.  It  la  not  such  fltf  al  and  temporary  obetmctlon  that 
constitutes  a  nuisance.  The  strong  hand  of  executive  power  Is  re- 
quired to  deal  with  such  lawless  demonstrations. 

**  The  courts  should  stand  aloof  from  them  and  not  invade  executive 
prerogative,  nor  even  at  the  behest  or  request  of  the  executive  travel 
out  of  the  beaten  path  of  well-settled  Judicial  authorlly.  A  mob  can- 
not be  suppressed  by  hnjunction;  nor  can  Its  leaders  be  tried,  con- 
victed, and  sentenced  In  equity. 

**  It  Is  too  great  a  strain  upon  the  Judicial  branch  of  the  [587]  gov* 
emment  to  Impose  this  essentially  executive  and  military  power  upon 
courts  of  chancery.** 

We  do  not  perceive  that  this  argument  questions  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court}  bilt  only  the  expediency  of  the  action  of 
the  government  in  applying  for  its  process.  It  surely  cannot 
be  seriously  contended  that  the  court  has  jurisdiction  to  en- 
join the  obstruction  of  a  highway  by  one  person,  but  that  its 
jurisdiction  ceases  when  the  obstruction  is  by  a  hundred  per- 
sons. It  may  be  true,  as  suggested,  that  in  ihe  excitement  of 
passion  a  mob  will  pay  little  heed  to  processes  issued  from  the 
courts,  and  it  may  be,  as  said  by  counsel  in  argument,  that  it 
would  savor  somewhat  of  the  puerile  and  ridiculous  to  have 
read  a  writ  of  injunction  to  Lee's  army  during  the  late  civil 
war.  It  is  doubtless  true  that  inter  arma  leges  silent^  and  in 
the  throes  of  rebellion  or  revolution  the  processes  of  civil 
courts  are  of  little  avail,  for  the  power  of  the  courts  restg  on 
the  general  support  of  the  people  and  their  recognition  of  the 
fact  that  peaceful  remedies  are  the  true  resort  for  the  cor- 
rection of  wrongs.  But  does  not  counsel's  argument  imply 
too  much?  Is  it  to  be  assumed  that  these  defendants  were 
conducting  a  rebellion  or  inaugurating  a  revolution,  and  that 
they  and  their  associates  were  thus  placing  themselves  beyond 
the  reach  of  the  civil  process  of  the  courts?  We  find  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Circuit  Court  a  quotation  from  the  testimony 
given  by  one  of  the  defendants  before  the  United  States 
Strike  Conmxission,  which  is  sufficient  answer  to  this  sug- 
gestion: 

**Aa  soon  as  the  employte  found  that  we  were  arrested,  and  taken 
from  the  scene  of  action,  they  became  demoralized,  and  that  ended 
the  strike.  It  was  not  the  soldiers  that  ended  the  strike.  It  was  not 
the  old  brotherhoods  that  ended  the  strike.  It  was  simply  the  United 
States  courts  that  ended  the  strike.  Our  men  were  in  a  position  that 
never  would  have  been  shaken,  under  any  circumstances,  if  we  had 
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been  permitted  to  remain  upon  the  field  among  tliem.  Once  we  were 
taken  from  the  scene  of  action,  and  restrained  from  sending  telegrams 
cr  issuing  orders  or  answering  qnestions,  then  tlie  minions  of  the  cor- 
porations would  be  pnt  to  worlc.  [688]  .  .  .  Our  headquarters 
were  temporarily  demoralized  and  abandoned,  and  we  could  not  an- 
swer any  messages.  The  men  went  back  to  work,  and  the  ranks  were 
broken,  and  the  strike  was  broken  up,  .  •  .  not  by  the  army,  and 
not  by  any  other  power,  but  simply  and  solely  by  the  action  of  the 
United  States  courts  in  restraining  us  from  discharging  our  duties  as 
offlcors  and  representatlYes  of  our  employ69." 

Whatever  any  single  individual  may  have  thought  or 
planned,  the  great  body  of  those  who  were  engaged  in  these 
transactions  contemplated  neither  rebellion  nor  revolution, 
and  when  in  the  due  order  of  legal  proceedings  the  question 
of  right  and  wrong  was  submitted  to  tjie  courts,  and  by  them 
decided,  they  unhesitatingly  yielded  to  their  decisions.  The 
outcome,  by  the  very  testimony  of  the  defendants,  attests  the 
wisdom  of  the  course  pursued  by  the  government,  and  that 
it  was  well  not  to  oppose  force  simply  by  force,  but  to  invoke 
the  jurisdiction  and  judgment  of  those  tribunals  to  whom  by 
the  C!onstitution  and  in  accordance  with  the  settled  conviction 
of  all  citizens  is  committed  the  determination  of  questions  of 
right  and  wrong  between  individuals,  masses,  and  States. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  this  bill  was  not  simply  to 
enjoin  a  mob  and  mob  violence.  It  was  not  a  bill  to  command 
a  keeping  of  the  peace;  much  less  was  its  purport  to  restrain 
the  defendants  from  abandoning  whatever  employment  they 
were  engaged  in.  The  right  of  any  laborer,  or  any  number  of 
laborers,  to  quit  work  was  not  challenged.  The  scope  and 
purpose  of  the  bill  was  only  to  restrain  forcible  obstructions 
of  the  highways  along  which  interstate  commerce  travels  and 
the  mails  are  carried.  And  the  facts  set  forth  at  length  are 
only  those  facts  which  tend  to  show  that  the  defendants 
were  engaged  in  such  obstructions. 

A  most  earnest  and  eloquent  appeal  was  made  to  us  in 
eulogy  of  the  heroic  spirit  of  those  who  threw  up  their  em- 
ployment, and  gave  up  their  means  of  earning  a  livelihood, 
not  in  defence  of  their  own  rights,  but  in  sympathy  for  and 
to  assist  others  whom  they  believed  to  be  wronged.  We 
yield  to  none  in  our  admiration  of  any  act  of  heroism  or  self- 
sacrifice,  but  we  may  be  permitted  to  add  that  it  is  a  lesson 
[699]  which  cannot  be  learned  too  soon  or  too  thoroughly 
that  under  this  government  of  and  by  the  people  the  means  of 
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redress  of  all  wrongs  are  through  the  courts  and  at  the  ballot- 
boz,  and  that  no  wrong,  real  or  fancied,  carries  with  it  legal 
warrant  to  invite  as  a  means  of  redress  the  cooperation  of  a 
mob,  with  its  accompanying  acts  of  violence. 

We  have  given  to  this  case  the  most  careful  and  anxious 
attention,  for  we  realize  that  it  touches  closely  questions  of 
supreme  importance  to  the  people  of  this  country.  Sum- 
ming up  our  conclusions,  we  hold  that  the  government  of  the 
United  States  is  one  having  jurisdiction  over  every  foot  of 
soU  within  its  territory,  and  acting  directly  upon  each  citi- 
zen ;  that  while  it  is  a  government  of  enumerated  powers,  it 
has  within  the  limits  of  those  powers  all  the  attributes  of  sov- 
^i^S^fy;  ^^^  to  it  is  committed  power  over  interstate  com- 
merce and  the  transmission  of  the  mail ;  that  the  powers  thus 
conferred  upon  the  national  government  are  not  dormant, 
but  have  been  assumed  and  put  into  practical  exercise  by  the 
legislation  of  Congress;  that  in  the  exercise  of  those  powers 
it  is  competent  for  the  nation  to  remove  all  obstructions  upon 
highways,  natural  or  artificial,  to  the  passage  of  interstate 
commerce  or  the  carrying  of  the  mail;  that  while  it  may  be 
competent  for  the  government  (through  the  executive  branch 
and  in  the  use  of  the  entire  executive  power  of  the  nation)  to 
forcibly  remove  all  such  obstructions,  it  is  equally  within  its 
competency  to  appeal  to  the  civil  courts  for  an  inquiry  and 
determination  as  to  the  existence  and  character  of  any  alleged 
obstructions,  and  if  such  are  found  to  exist,  or  threaten  to 
occiur,  to  invoke  the  powers  of  those  courts  to  remove  or 
restrain  such  obstructions;  that  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  to 
interfere  in  such  matters  by  injunction  is  one  recognized  from 
ancient  times  and  by  indubitable  authority;  that  such  juris- 
diction is  not  ousted  by  the  fact  that  the  obstructions  are 
accompanied  by  or  consist  of  acts  in  themselves  violations  of 
the  criminal  law;  that  the  proceeding  by  injunction  is  of  a 
civil  character,  and  may  be  enforced  by  proceedings  in  con- 
tempt; that  such  proceedings  are  not  in  execution  of  the 
criminal  laws  of  the  land ;  that  the  penalty  for  a  violation  of 
[600]  injunction  is  no  substitute  for  and  no  defence  to  a  pros- 
ecution for  any  criminal  offences  committed  in  the  course  of 
such  violation;  that  the  complaint  filed  in  this  case  clearly 
showed  an  existing  obstruction  of  artificial  highways  for  the 
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passage  of  interstate  commerce  and  the  transmission  of  the 
mail — ^an  obstruction  not  only  temporarily  existing,  bat 
threatening  to  continue ;  that  under  such  complaint  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  had  power  to  issue  its  process  of  injunction;  that 
it  having  been  issued  and  served  on  these  defendants,  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  had  authority  to  inquire  whether  its  orders  had 
been  disobeyed,  and  when  it  found  that  they  had  been,  then 
to  proceed  under  section  725,  Revised  Statutes,  which  grants 
power  ^^to  punish,  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  .  •  .  dis- 
obedience, ...  by  any  party  ...  or  other  person, 
to  any  lawful  writ,  process,  (Mrder,  rule,  decree  or  ccnmnand," 
and  enter  the  order  of  punishment  complained  of;  and, 
finally,  that,  the  Circuit  Court,  having  full  jurisdiction  in  the 
premises,  its  finding  of  the  fact  of  disobedience  is  not  open  to 
review  on  habeas  corpus  in  this  or  any  other  court  Ex  parte 
Watkinsy  8  Pet  193 ;  Ex  parte  Yarbrough^  110  U.  S.  651 ;  Em 
parte  Terry ^  128  U.  S.  289,  805;  In  re  Swan^  150  U.  S.  687; 
United  States  v.  Pridgeon^  158  U.  S.  48. 

We  enter  into  no  examination  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890, 
c.  647,  26  Stat  209,  upon  which  the  Circuit  Court  relied 
mainly  to  sustain  its  jurisdiction.  It  must  not  be  understood 
from  this  that  we  dissent  from  the  conclusions  of  that  court 
in  reference  to  the  scope  of  the  act,  but  simply  that  we  prefer 
to  rest  our  judgment  on  the  broader  ground  which  has  been 
discussed  in  this  opinion,  believing  it  of  importance  that  the 
principles  underlying  it  should  be  fully  stated  and  affirmed. 

The  petition  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is 

Denied. 


[908]        LOWENSTEIN  v.  EVANS  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Court,  D.  South  Carolina.    October  9,  1896.) 

[69  Fed,  90a] 

Monopolies  and  Trusts — Monopoly  by  State.— The  act  of  July  2, 
1890  (26  Stat  209,  a  647),  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against 
unlawful  restraints  and  mon(^K>lie0,  is  not  applicable  to  the  case 
of  a  state  which,  by  its  laws,  assumes  an  entire  monopoly  of  the 
traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors  (Act  S.  d  Jan.  2,  1895).  A  state  is 
neither  a  '*  person  "  nor  a  "  corporation,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  of  congress.® 

©Syllabus  copyrighted,  3805,  by  West  Publishing  O). 
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Sams— NkcnsABT  PASim— Jubudiotion  or  Fedbul  Ooubts. — 
Where  a  person  brings  an  action  nnder  section  7  of  the  anti-tmst 
law  of  July  2,  1890,  against  the  officials  of  a  state,  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  acta  done  under  authority  of  a  state  statute,  which  gives 
the  state  an  entire  monopoly  of  the  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors 
(Act  S.  C.  Jan.  2, 1895),  the  state  Itself  is  a  necessary  party  thereto, 
and  consequently  the  federal  courts  would  have  no  Jurisdiction  of 
the  action. 

This  was  an  action  brought  under  the  seventh  section  of 
the  act  of  congress  of  July  2,  1890,  entitled  '^An  act  to  pro- 
tect trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  mo- 
nopolies." 

The  complaint  was  as  follows: 

The  complaint  of  the  above-named  plaintiff  respectfully  shows  to 
this  court:  (1)  That  the  plaintiff,  Julius  Lowenstein,  is  a  citizen  of 
the  state  of  North  Carolina,  and  is  engaged  in  business  in  Statesville 
in  said  state,  under  the  name  and  style  of  Lowenstein  &  Ck>.  (2)  That 
the  defendants  are  each  and  all  of  them  citizens  of  the  state  of  SouUi 
Oarolina.  (3)  That  the  defendants  Jotm  Gary  Evans,  D.  H.  Tomp- 
kins, and  James  Norton,  styling  themselves  a  "  State  Board  of  Ck>n- 
trol,"  and  the  defendant  Frank  M.  Mixson,  styling  himself  *' State 
Oommissioner,"  together  with  divers  other  persons,  to  the  plaintiff 
unknown,  prior  to  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned,  under  the  pre- 
tended authority  of  a  certain  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  state  of 
South  Carolina,  entitled  **An  act  to  further  declare  the  law  in  refer- 
ence to,  and  further  regulate  the  use,  sale,  consumption,  transporta- 
tion and  disposition  of  alcoholic  liquids  or  liquors  within  the  state 
of  South  Carolina,  and  to  police  the  same,*'  approved  January  2, 1805, 
combined  to  monopolize  a  certain  part  of  the  trade  and  commerce 
among  the  states  and  foreign  nations,  to  wit,  the  trade  in  alcoholic 
liquids  and  liquors,  including  whiskys,  brandies,  wines,  ales,  and 
beer,  to  prevent  the  purchase  of  such  whiskys,  brandies,  wines,  ales, 
and  beer  from  citizens  of  other  states  and  foreign  nations,  and  to  pre- 
vent the  importation  thereof  into  this  state  in  restraint  of  the  trade 
and  commerce  between  the  states  and  foreign  nations,  and  to  discrim- 
inate against  the  products  of  other  states  and  the  citiz^is  of  other 
states,  in  favor  of  the  products  of  the  state  of  South  Carolina  and  the 
Citizens  of  said  state,  which  said  legislative  enactment  the  plaintiff 
is  advised  and  therefore  alleges  is  null  and  void,  in  this :  that  the  same 
is  in  contravention  of  an  act  of  congress  entitled  **An  act  to  protect 
trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraint  and  monopoly,"  ap- 
proved July  2,  A.  D.  1890,  in  that  the  said  legislative  enactment  under- 
takes to  and  does  create  a  monopoly  in  the  traffic  in  alcoholic  liquors, 
and  operates  as  a  restraint  upon  the  trade  among  the  states  and  foreign 
nations  in  such  trafQa  (4)  That  the  plaintiff  now  is,  and  was  at  the 
ttane  hereinafter  mentioned,  oigaged  in  the  business  of  a  manufac^ 
turer  and  wholesale  dealer  in  spirituous  liquors  at  Statesville,  in  the 
state  of  North  Carolina,  and  in  the  prosecution  and  conduct  of  his 
said  business,  and,  in  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  engage  in  interstate 
commerce,  he  had  from  time  to  time  sold,  shipped,  and  delivered 
whiskys  and  other  liquors  to  persons  residing  in  states,  other  than  the 
state  of  North  Carolina ;  that  in  pursuance  of  his  said  business,  and 
in  exercise  of  the  rights  conferred  by  and  reserved  in  the  constitu- 
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tton  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  on  the  87th  day  of  ICay,  A.  D. 
1806,  he  dellTered  one  barrel  of  whisky,  of  the  valae  of  flfty-seveo  and 
[900]  "/iM  dollars,  to  the  Soathem  Railway  Company,  at  Statesrllle, 
in  the  state  of  North  Carolina,  to  be  transported  by  said  company  and 
connecting  lines  to  Charleston,  in  the  state  of  Sonth  Carolina,  marked 
and  consigned  to  Thomas  Hartigan,  bnt  the  title  to  said  property  still 
remained  in  the  plalntifF.  (5)  That  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1805, 
while  the  said  barrel  of  whisky  was  in  transit,  at  Columbia,  in  the 
state  of  South  Carolina,  and  within  this  district,  certain  persons,  to 
the  plaintiff  unknown,  without  warrant  of  law,  entered  the  cars  of 
the  common  carrier  so  engaged  in  the  transporatlon  of  said  whisky 
and  of  interstate  commerce,  and  then  and  there  took  the  said  whisky 
and  carried  the  same  away,  and  thereafter  delivered  and  caused  said 
whisky  to  be  delivered  unto  the  defendant  Frank  M.  MIxson,  who 
thereupon,  and  in  furtherance  of  said  combination  and  monopoly, 
and  in  restraint  of  the  trade  and  of  interstate  commerce,  received  the 
same,  and  has  retained  and  detained  the  same  from  the  plaintiff. 
(6)  That  the  wrongful  and  unlawful  acts  of  the  said  persons  unknown, 
and  of  the  said  Frank  M.  Mixson,  as  aforesaid,  in  the  seizure  and  de- 
tention of  said  whisky,  was  done  in  pursuance  of  the  combination 
and  in  furtherance  of  the  monopoly  aforesaid,  and  by  and  under  the 
directions  of  the  other  defendants,  intending  thereby  to  deter  and  pre- 
vent the  plaintiff  from  engaging  in  trade  with  the  citizens  and  r^l- 
dents  of  the  state  of  South  Carolina,  and  to  that  extent  to  prevent 
the  plaintiff  from  engaging  in  Interstate  commerce,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  monopolizing  the  trade  in  spirituous  liquors,  in  contravention 
of  the  act  of  congress  aforesaid.  (7)  That,  by  reason  of  the  unlawful 
seizure  and  detention  of  said  whisky,  the  plaintiff  has  been  greatly 
injured,  to  his  damage  fifty-seven  and  <*/„»  dollars.  Wherefore  the 
piaintifT  demands  Judgment  against  the  defendants  for  three  times 
the  amount  of  his  said  damage,  to  wit,  one  hundred  and  sev«ity-one 
and  Vim  dollars,  for  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee,  and  for  his  costs,  as 
provided  in  the  act  of  congress  aforesaid. 

Murphy,  Farrow  A  Legare,  for  plaintiff. 

Wm.  A.  Barber,  Attorney-General  of  South  Carolina,  and 
0.  P.  Townaend,  Assistant  Attorney-General,  for  defendants. 

SiMONTON,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  is  an  action  brought  under  the  seventh  section  of  the 
act  of  congress  approved  July  2,  1890,  entitled  "An  act  to 
protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and 
monopolies  "  (26  Stat  209,  c.  647).  The  section  is  in  these 
words: 

**Any  person  who  shall  be  Injured  in  his  property  or  business  by 
any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or 
declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act  may  sue  therefor  in  any  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  def^idant  re- 
sides or  is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and 
shall  recover  three-fold  the  damages  by  him  sustained  and  tiie  costs 
of  the  suit,  including  a  reasonable  counsel  fee." 
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"  Bvery  contract,  combination  in  the  fbrm  of  trust  or  otherwifle,  or 
conspiracy  in  retraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states 
or  with  foreign  nations  is  hereby  declared  illegal." 

The  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the  complaint  is  on  this 
statute  of  1890,  and  seeks  the  special  remedy  provided  in  the 
statute.  The  relief  is  sought,  not  because  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  were  violated,  but  because  they  were  violated  in 
order  to  enforce  and  perpetuate  a  monopoly  declared  illegal 
by  this  statute.  The  defendants  interpose  a  demurrer  on 
two  grounds:  First,  that  on  the  face  of  the  complaint  this 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  matters  and  things  forming 
the  subject  of  this  action;  second,  that  from  the  face  of  the 
complaint  it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  cognizable  in  this  court. 

[910]  THE  JTTBISDIOnON. 

The  first  ground  of  demurrer  was  sustained  in  argument, 
because  this  is  an  action  against  the  state,  and  the  state  is  a 
necessary  party  thereto.  The  act  of  1890  strikes  at  contracts, 
combinations,  and  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  or  to  monopo- 
lize trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with 
foreign  nations.  Z7.  S.  v.  E.  0.  Knight  Co,^  156  U.  S.  17, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  249.  The  complaint  charges  that  the  defend- 
ants Evans,  Tompkins,  and  Norton,  styling  themselves  a 
"State  Board  of  Control,"  and  Mixson,  styling  himself 
"State  Commissioner,"  together  with  divers  other  persons 
to  the  plaintiff  unknown,  under  the  pretended  authority  of 
an  act  of  the  legislature  of  South  Carolina,  "giving  the 
title  of  the  act,"  combi;^ed  to  monopolize  a  certain  part  of 
the  trade  and  commerce  among  the  states  and  foreign  na- 
tions, to  wit,  the  trade  in  alcoholic  liquids  and  liquors  with 
citizens  of  other  states  and  foreign  nations,  to  prevent  their 
importation  into  this  state,  and  to  discriminate  against  the 
products  and  citizens  of  other  states  in  favor  of  the  products 
and  citizens  of  the  state  of  South  Carolina.  This  act  of  the 
legislature  of  South  Carolina,  the  complaint  avers,  is  void 
as  in  contravention  of  the  act  of  1890. 

Does  this  act  of  the  legislature  of  South  Carolina  authorize 
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contracts  or  combinatioDS  in  f  onn  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  1i» 
several  states  or  with  foreign  nations?  Does  it  create  a 
monopoly,  and  in  whom?  The  answer  to  this  question 
must  be  found  in  the  act  It  is  entitled  ^^An  act  to  further 
declare  the  law  in  reference  to  and  further  regulate  the 
use,  sale,  consumption,  transportation  and  disposition  of  alco- 
holic liquids  or  liquors  within  the  state  of  South  Carolina 
and  to  police  the  same,"  approved  January  2,  1895.  It  is 
impossible  after  examining  this  act  to  avoid  the  conclusion 
that  it  declares  in  the  state  the  monopoly  in  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  alcoholic  liquors.  Not  only  so,  but  it  protects 
this  monopoly  in  the  state  in  every  way  possible  and  by 
the  most  drastic  methods.  Every  attempt  to  interfere  with 
this  monopoly  by  the  receiving,  keeping,  vending,  giving 
away,  or  mercantile  use  of  alcoholic  liquors,  is  made  an 
offense  against  the  state,  punishable  by  criminal  proceed- 
ings in  her  name  in  her  courts.  The  governor,  secretary  of 
state,  and  comptroller  general  are  officially  charged  with 
the  direction  and  entorcement  of  this  monopoly.  The  mo- 
nopoly is  not  given  to  them.  They  have  no  pecuniary  in- 
terest whatever  in  it  All  the  profits  of  the  monopoly  go 
to  the  state,  to  be  used  and  applied  for  public  purposes, — 
increase  of  her  revenue.  The  close  analysis  made  of  the 
act  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  shows  that  this  was 
their  conviction.  They  find  that  its  manifest  object  is  to 
raise  revenue,  and  not  to  prevent  the  consumption  of  liquor, 
except  that  owned  and  furnished  by  the  state;  that  $50,000 
was  appropriated  from  the  public  treasury  for  the  purpose 
of  purchasing  liquors  and  to  enable  the  state  to  go  into 
the  business  of  buying  and  selling  iAtoidcating  liquors;  that 
liquors  are  not  contraband,  except  when  not  purchased  from 
a  dispenser, — that  is,  one  who  holds  and  sells  for  the  state; 
that  the  act  creates  a  monopoly.  So,  also,  Chief  Justice 
Mclver,  speaking  for  the  majority  of  the  supreme  court 
[911]  of  South  Carolina,  in  McCullough  v.  Brown^  41  S.  C. 
220,  19  S.  E.  458,  dissecting  the  dispensary  law,  says: 

**The  manifest  object  of  the  act  is  that  the  state  shaU  monopolize 
the  entire  traffic  in  intoxicating  liquors,  to  the  entire  exclusion  of  all 
persoiiB  whomsoever,  and  this,  too,  for  the  purpose  of  profit  to  the  state 
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and  its  govenimental  agency.  •  •  •  We  think  It  safe  to  say  that 
It  is  an  act  forbidding  the  manufacture  or  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors 
as  a  beverage  within  the  limits  of  this  state  by  any  private  Indi- 
vidual, and  vesting  the  right  to  manufacture  and  sell  such  liquors  in 
the  state  exclusively,  through  certain  designated  ofDcers  and  agents." 

This  act  of  the  legislature  of  South  Carolina  evidently  does 
not  create  in  nor  give  to  any  individuals  the  monopoly.  It 
gives  it  wholly  and  entirely  to  the  state. 

Kow,  the  question  to  be  decided  is  not  as  to  the  constitu- 
tionality of  tliis  act,  nor  whether  it  be  in  the  lawful  exercise 
of  the  police  power,  but  whether,  in  declaring  and  asserting 
this  monopoly  in  herself,  and  in  assimiing  and  controlling  its 
enforcement,  the  state  comes  within  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  congress  of  1890.  That  act,  as  has  been  seen,  declares 
illegal  every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  a  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations.  But  by 
this  act  the  state  makes  no  contract,  enters  into  no  combina- 
tion or  conspiracy.  She  declares  and  asserts  in  herself  the 
monopoly  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  liquors.  The  section 
of  the  act  of  1890,  sued  upon,  gives  a  right  of  action  for  any 
injury  by  any  other  person  or  corporation.  The  state  is  not 
a  corporation.  A  corporation  is  a  creature  of  the  sovereign 
power,  deriving  its  life  from  its  creator.  The  state  is  a 
sovereign  having  no  derivative  powers,  exercising  its  sover- 
eignty by  divine  right.  The  state  gets  none  of  its  powers 
from  the  general  government.  It  has  bound  itself  by  com- 
pact with  the  other  sovereign  states  not  to  exercise  certain  of 
its  sovereign  rights,  and  has  conceded  these  to  the  Union, 
but  in  every  other  respect  it  retains  all  its  sovereignty  which 
existed  anterior  to  and  independent  of  the  Union.  Nor  can 
it  be  said  that  the  state  is  a  person  in  the  sense  of  this  act 
Even  were  this  the  case,  as  the  monopoly  now  complained  of 
is  that  of  the  state,  no  relief  can  be  had  without  making  the 
state  a  party,  and  this  destroys  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 
No  opinion  whatever  is  expressed  as  to  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  violation  of  his  common-law  rights.  In  this  pro- 
ceeding and  under  the  act  of  1890  he  must  seek  his  remedy 
against  the  holder  of  the  monopoly;  and,  as  in  the  present 
case  the  monopoly  is  in  the  state,  this  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
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tion.    The  demurrer  is  sustained,  and  the  complaint  is  dis- 
missed. 

As  this  case  has  gone  off  on  the  demurr^,  a  copy  of  the 
complaint  is  filed  as  an  exhibit  to  the  opinion. 


[4881  PRESCOTT  &  A.  C.  R.  CO.  v.  ATCHISON,  T.  ft 
S.  F.  R.  CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Ck)urt  S.  D.  New  York.    January  8,  1896. 

[73  Fed..  438.1 

Plkading — ^Interpretation  or  GoMPUkiNT — Dsmurree. — ^A  complaint 
la  to  be  interpreted  as  a  whole  even  on  demnrrer  and  on  motion  to 
dismiss.^ 

Railboad  Companies — ^Arrangbmbntb  fob  Through  Billing. — ^Tbere 
is  no  principle  of  common  law  which  forbids  a  single  railroad  cor- 
poration, or  two  or  more  of  snch  corporations,  from  selecting,  from 
two  or  more  other  corporations,  one  which  they  will  employ  as  the 
agency  by  which  they  will  send  freight  b^ond  their  own  lines,  on 
through  bills  of  lading,  or  as  their  agent  to  receive  freight,  and 
transmit  it  on  through  bills  to  their  own  lines,  and  without  breaking 
bullc;  and  the  right  to  make  such  selection  is  not  taken  away  by 
the  interstate  commerce  law.  Vew  York  d  N.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Vpw  York 
d  N,  E,  R.  Co.,  50  Fed.  807,  explained. 

Contracts  in  Restraint  of  TaADE— Act  July  2,  1890. — A  contract  by 
which  a  railroad  company  arranges  with  another,  to  the  exclusion 
of  still  others,  for  the  interchange  of  passengers  and  freight  by 
through  tickets  and  bills  of  lading,  is  not  a  contract  in  unlawful 
restraint  of  trade,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1880. 

This  was  an  action  by  the  Prescott  &  Arizona  Central  Bail- 
road  Company  against  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6 
Railroad  Company  and  other  railroad  corporations  and  indi- 
viduals for  alleged  unlawful  discrimination  in  refusing  to 
accept  freight  from  the  plaintiff  company,  on  through  bills 
ol  lading,  while  such  freight  was  accepted  and  carried 
on  through  bills,  under  a  contract  with  other  railroad  com- 
panies.   The  case  was  heard  upon  a  motion,  by  all  of  the 

a  Appeal  to  Circuit  Ck)urt  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit,  dismissed  be^ 
cause  not  sued  out  within  six  months  after  entry  of  original  judgm^t 
(84  Fed.,  213).    Not  reprinted.    Merely  a  matter  of  practice. 

»  Syllabus  and  statement  copyrighted,  1896,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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defendants  saye  one,  to  direct  a  verdict  in  their  favor  upcm 
the  pleadings  and  opening,  the  remaining  defendant  asUing 
judgment  in  his  favor  on  demurrer. 

C.  N.  Sterrt/y  for  the  motion. 

Delo8  McOurdy,  opposed. 

Lacombb,  Circuit  Judge  (orally). 

In  this  case  I  have  examined  the  authorities  submitted 
yesterday  by  the  parties  on  both  sides,  and  have  reached  the 
conclusion  that  the  motions  to  dismiss  must  be  granted.  I 
am  unable,  however,  in  so  brief  a  time  to  formulate  any 
elaborate  opinion;  and  it  will  be  sufficient  to  indicate  that 
the  lines  of  thought  which  lead  to  this  conclusion  may  be 
ascertained  by  reference  to  the  cases  of  U.  S.  v.  Trana-MU- 
sauri  Freight  Ass'n,  7  C.  C.  A.  15,  68  Fed.  68,  Little  Rock  db 
M.  B.  Co.  V.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  By.  Co.,  11  C.  C.  A.  417,  68  Fed. 
776,  and  the  Dueler  Watch-Case  Co.  Case^  14  C.  C.  A.  14, 
66  Fed.  637;  all  three  being  opinions  of  circuit  courts  of 
appeals. 

All  legislation  interfering  with  the  right  of  the  individual, 
whether  he  be  a  natural  person  or  a  corporation,  to  enter  into 
contracts  or  to  exercise  his  preferences  as  to  the  persons  with 
whom  he  shall  do  business,  should  be  cautiously  construed. 
It  is  legislation  of  a  novel  character,  and  should  not  be  ex- 
tended beyond  the  plain  import  of  the  language  used  by  the 
lawmakers.  Stripped  of  the  adjectives  and  of  the  averments 
as  to  conclusions  of  law,  the  gist  of  this  complaint  is  the 
making  of  the  particular  contract  known  as  ^  E^diibit  A," 
and  [489]  the  carrying  out  of  that  contract  according  to  its 
terms,  coupled  with  the  further  set  of  facts  that,  in  carrying 
out  that  contract  according  to  its  terms,  the  parties  thereto 
necessarily  ceased  to  ocmtinue  with  the  plaintiff  corporation 
the  relations  which  had  existed  before.  That  contract  con- 
templates, and  the  acts  of  the  parties  defendant  set  forth  in 
the  complaint  show,  that  what  was  done  was  to  institute  a 
system  of  interchange  of  freight  and  interchange  of  passen- 
gers by  the  new  corporation  to  and  with  the  other  four  de- 
fendant corporations,  and  to  cease,  from  and  after  the  execu* 
tion  of  that  omtract  or  some  subsequent  date,  the  further 
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interchange  of  freight  and  passengers  on  through  bills,  and 
by  through  tickets,  with  the  plaintiff  corporation.  Now,  it 
is  true  that  the  complaint  contains  a  single  clause,  at  the 
close  of  the  sixty-ninth  paragraph,  which  uses  the  words  "  by 
utterly  refusing  to  receive  or  deliver  freight  or  passengers 
to  or  from  it"  That  language,  taken  in  its  full  scope,  im- 
ports a  refusal  to  receive  freight,  that  had  its  origin  on  the 
line  of  the  Prescott  &  Arizona  Central  Railroad  Company, 
wherever  and  under  whatever  circumstances  it  was  tendered. 
But  it  is  a  fair  rule  of  pleading  that  the  complaint  is  to  be 
interpreted,  even  upon  demurrer  and  upon  motion  to  dismiss, 
as  a  whole;  and  examining  it  a  second  time,  after  the  argu- 
ments yesterday,  with  great  care,  I  am  constrained  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  case  which  it  makes  out  is  the  case  stated 
in  general  terms  in  the  sixty-ninth  paragraph,  but  set  forth 
specifically  and  distinctly  in  the  seventy-eighth  paragraph, 
namely,  "  that  the  defendants  have  refused  to  accept  or  de- 
liver local  and  interstate  freight  at  said  Seligman  [or  Pres- 
cott Junction]  upon  through  billing  from  or  to  the  line  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  conjunction  with  the  lines  of  said  defendants, 
although  the  said  defendants  now  accept  and  deliver  freight 
upon  through  billing  from  or  to  the  said  defendant  the  Santa 
F6,  Prescott  &  Phoenix.'^  And  the  illustrative  cases  which 
are  given  under  another  of  the  paragraphs,  the  seventy-first, 
indicate  quite  clearly  that  the  ground  of  complaint  and  the 
case  made  by  the  bill  is  the  refusal  to  deliver  freight  on 
through  bills,  and  without  breaking  bulk,  to  the  plaintiff 
corporation,  or  to  receive  freight  from  the  plaintiff  corpora- 
tion without  breaking  bulk,  and  without  rebilling,  and  the 
same  with  regard  to  passengers, — the  refusal  to  send  passen- 
gers on  through  tickets,  or  to  accept  through  tickets  with 
passengers. 

Now,  I  know  of  no  principle  of  common  law  which  forbids 
an  individual  railroad  corporation,  or  two  or  three  or  more 
corporations,  from  selecting  as  to  which  one  or  two  or  mor« 
corporations  they  will  employ,  as  auxiliary  to  their  own 
lines,  as  the  agency  by  which  they  will  send  freight  beyond 
their  own  lines,  or  as  their  agent  to  receive  freight  on  the 
auxiliary  line  to  be  transmitted  to  their  own  line  upon 
through  bills,  and  wiihout  breaking  bulk.    And  I  do  not  find 
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in  the  interstate  commeroe  law  suflELcient  to  warrant  the  con- 
elusion  that  the  law  has  been  changed  in  that  particular. 
This  court,  sitting  in  May,  1892,  at  a  term  where  the  present 
judge  sat,  reached  a  somewhat  different  conclusion  in  New 
York  (6  N.  By.  Co.  v.  New  York  A  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  60  Fed.  867. 
Of  that  case  it  is  to  be  said  that  the  decision  was  to  some 
extent  induced  by  the  way  [440]  in  which  the  case  came  to 
the  court,  after  action  by  the  interstate  commerce  commis- 
sion, already  partiaUy  accepted  by  both  sides;  and,  moreover, 
there  had  not  been  at  that  time  so  exhaustive  a  judicial  ex- 
amination and  exposition  of  the  terms  of  the  interstate  com- 
merce law  as  we  now  find  in  the  authorities,  notably  in  the 
decisions  of  circuit  courts  of  appeals.  The  conclusion  is 
reached,  therefore,  that  this  was  not  a  contract  in  unlawful 
restraint  of  trade,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  2, 
1890,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  so  at  common  law,  was 
not  made  so  by  the  interstate  commerce  statute,  and  that  the 
act  of  1890,  as  indicated  in  the  Dueber  Watch-Case  Co.  Case 
and  in  the  Trans-Missouri  Case  (which  have  been  already 
cited),  is  directed  solely  against  contracts  which  would  have 
been  unlawful  before  the  passage  of  thg  act 

The  further  question  as  to  whether  the  averments  of  the 
complaint  are  sufficient,  assuming  that  the  court  be  in  error 
on  this  branch  of  the  case,  to  make  out  a  cause  of  action 
against  the  individual  directors,  need  not  be  considered. 
The  authorities  cited  by  the  defendants  are  very  strongly  in 
support  of  their  motion ;  but  the  court  prefers  to  put  the  de- 
cision in  this  case  upon  the  broader  ground. 

The  motions,  therefore,  to  dismiss  as  to  John  J.  McCook 
individually,  as  to  the  same  as  receiver  of  the  Atchison,  To- 
peka  &  Santa  F6,  as  to  the  same  as  receiver  of  the  Atlantic 
&  Pacific,  as  to  the  same  as  trustee  of  the  Prescott  ft  Arizona 
Central  Bailroad  Company,  as  to  Bussell  Sage,  as  to  Cecil 
Baring,  both  individually,  as  to  McCook  and  Crane,  as  exec- 
utors of  George  C.  Magoun,  and  as  to  John  J.  McCook,  as 
director  of  one  or  more  of  the  railroads  named,  are  granted ; 
and  the  demurrer  of  George  J.  Grould  to  the  bill,  on  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  set  forth  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action,  is  sustained.  Judgment  is  therefore  di- 
rected in  favor  of  the  ipoving  parties  for  dismissal  of  the 
10870*»— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 39 
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complaint,  and  the  ordinary  form  of  order  on  demurrer  will 
be  signed  When  presented.  An  exception  is  granted  as  to 
the  whole  disposition  of  the  case,  and  exceptions  separately 
as  to  each  one  of  the  separate  motions  will  be  recorded.  Stay 
of  30  days  to  plaintiff. 


[2861    NATIONAL  HARROW  CO.  v.  QUICK  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Ck)urt  of  Appeals,  seventh  circuit    May  4, 1806.)   * 
L74  Fed.,  286.] 

[Decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  (67  Fed.,  180)  dismissing  the 
bill  for  want  of  equity  affirmed,  but  not  upon  any  ground 
having  a  bearing  upon  the  antitrust  law.  Patent  in  question 
held  to  be  void.] 


[802]         THE  CHARLES  E.  WISEWALL.* 

(District  Court  N.  D.  New  York.    June  12, 1806.) 

[74  Fed.,  802.] 

Monopolies — ^Acr  July  2,  1890 — ^Towage  Sebtioxb. — One  wbo  requests 
and  accepts  the  services  of  a  tug  for  towage  purposes  cannot  escape 
paying  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services  rendered,  on  the  ground 
that  the  tug  owners  are  members  of  an  association  which  Is  Illegal 
under  the  act  of  July  2,  1800,  relathig  to  trusts  and  monopolle&> 

This  was  a  libel  in  rem  by  certain  tug  owners  against  the 
steam  dredge  Charles  E.  Wisewall  to  recover  the  value  of 
certain  services  rendered  by  their  tugs  in  towing  the  dredge. 
On  final  hearing. 

Joseph  A.  Lawaon  and  Isaac  N.  Lawsan^  for  libelants, 
TT.  Prothingham^  for  claimant. 

•  Decree  affirmed  by  Circuit  Ck>urt  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit  MaKh 
2,  1808  (86  Fed.,  671).  See  p.  850,  where  the  case  Is  entitled  ^^The 
Charles  B.  WlswalL" 

»  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1896,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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CoxE,  District  Judge  (orally). 

The  proof  shows  conclusively  that  during  the  summer  of 
1895,  the  tugs  mentioned  in  the  libel,  rendered  services  to 
the  claimant's  dredge  in  sums  aggregating  several  hundred 
dollars.  The  claimant  seeks  to  avoid  payment  for  the  serv- 
ices thus  requested  and  accepted  by  him,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  tug  owners  were  members  of  an  association  which 
was  illegal  and  void  under  the  act  of  July  2,  1890.  The 
courts  have  found  it  very  difficult  to  apply  the  indefinite 
generalities  of  this  act  to  the  &cts  of  any  given  case.  Prea- 
cott  <&  A.  0.  R.  Co.  V.  Atchison^  T.  <6  S.  F.  R.  Oo.^  78  Fed. 
438,  and  cases  cited.  Assuming,  however,  in  order  to  avoid 
argument,  that  the  agreement  by  which  the  tugs  undertook 
to  act  in  unison  was  prohibited  by  the  act,  as  being  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  my  present  impression  is  that  this  assump- 
tion will  not  aid  the  claimant  He  should  not  be  permitted 
to  repudiate  his  just  debts  to  the  individual  tugs  because 
their  association  was  illegal.  Having  asked  for  their  serv- 
ices, and  having  accepted  the  benefit  thereof,  he  should  pay. 
Counsel  for  the  claimant  asked  for  additional  time  in  whidi 
to  present  authorities  to  establish  the  proposition  that  the 
towage  contracts  were  void  and  in  restraint  of  trade  because 
the  agreement  by  which  the  tugs  were  associated  was  void  for 
that  reason.  The  au-  [808J  thorities  furnished  fail,  in  my 
judgment,  to  meet  the  point  in  question.  It  is  a  mistake  to 
confound  the  two  contracts.  An  agreement  by  tKe  tug  May- 
flower to  tow  the  dredge  Wisewall,  for  a  reasonable  sum,  from 
Albany  to  Troy,  is  not  void  because  the  Mayflower  is  asso- 
ciated with  other  tugs  to  regulate  the  price  of  towing  at 
Albany.  Should  the  claimant  purchase  a  pair  of  trousers 
at  an  Albany  clothing  shop  he  would  find  it  difficult  to  avoid 
paying  their  actual  market  value  because  the  vendor  and 
other  tailors  of  that  city  had  combined  to  keep  up  prices. 
So  when  he  empl<r|rs  the  Albany  tugs  during  an  entire  season 
and  receives  services  worth,  upon  the  present  proof,  over 
$900,  he  should  not  be  permitted  to  disavow  his  just  obliga- 
tions upon  a  pretext  so  illogical.  The.  tugs  do  not  ask  that 
the  dredge  shall  pay  any  more  than  their  services  are  actually 
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worth.  If  they  are  worth  less  than  $924  demanded  in  the 
libel,  it  is  still  open  for  the  claimant  to  show  it  But  it  is 
unnecessary  to  pursue  the  subject  further.  Above  and  be- 
yond every  other  consideration  stands  the  indisputable  fact 
that  the  tugs  rendered  valuable  services  to  the  dredge  at  her 
request  These  debts  she  should  pay.  To  permit  her  to 
escape  would  be  aiding  a  scheme  of  repudiation.  The  tugs 
are  entitled  to  a  decree.  Unless  there  is  a  reasonable  prospect 
that  the  claimant  can  produce  testimony  reducing  the  amount 
proved  to  be  due,  a  reference  would  seem  unnecessary.  How- 
ever, if  the  claimant  desires  it  a  reference  will  be  ordered. 
The  libelants  may  amend  the  libel  in  the  respects  heretofore 
suggested  if  on  reflection  they  desire  to  do  sa 


[667]    NATIONAL  HARROW  CO.  v.  HENCH  ET  AL.* 

(Circuit  Court,  H  D.  Pennsylvania.    August  25,  1880.) 
[76  Fe<L,  667.] 

MoNOFOUxs— CoMBiNATioii  or  Patbut  Ownebs.^A  comblnattoD 
among  manufacturers  of  spring-tooth  harrows,  by  which  each  manu- 
facturer assigns  to  a  corporation  organised  f6r  the  purpose  the 
patents  under  which  he  Is  operating,  and  takes  back  an  exduslye 
license  to  make  and  sell  the  same  style  of  harrows  previously  made 
by  him,  and  no  other,  all  the  parties  being  bound  to  sell  at  uniform 
prices,  Tield  to  be  an  unlawful  combination  for  the  enhancement  of 
prices,  and  .In  restraint  of  trade.* 

Rislet/j  Robinson  dk  Love^  for  complainant. 

Strawbridge  <&  Taylor  and  John  G.  Joknaony  for  defend- 
ants. 

AcHESON,  Circuit  Judge. 

The  plaintiff,  the  National  Harrow  Company,  seeks  an 
injunction  restraining  the  defendants,  Hench  &  Dromgold, 
from  selling  float  spring-tooth  harrows,  harrow  frames,  and 
attachments  applicable  thereto,  upon  more  favorable  terms 

aAfflrmed  by  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Third  Circuit  (83  Fed.,  36). 
See  p.  742.  A  similarly  entitled  case  (84  Fed.,  226),  p.  746,  to  another 
suit,  brought  In  the  Circuit  Ck)urt,  N.  D.  of  New  York. 

h  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1896,  by  West  Publishing  Oa 
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as  to  price  to  purdbasers  thereof  than  the  prices  stipulated  in 
two  license  contracts  annexed  to  the  bill,  and  a  decree  for  the 
specific  enforcement  of  said  contracts,  and  for  an  accounting 
at  the  rate  of  five  dollars  for  each  harrow,  etc.,  sold  in  viola- 
tion of  the  terms  of  said  license  contracts. 

Several  defenses  are  insisted  on,  but  in  the  view  I  take  of 
the  case  it  will  be  necessary  to  discuss  only  one  of  them, 
namely,  that  these  license  contracts  are  in  unreasonable  re- 
straint of  trade,  and  are  part  of  an  unlawful  combination  to 
control  the  manufacture  of  an  important  article  of  com- 
merce, to  destroy  competition  in  the  [668]  sale  thereof,  and 
maintain  high  prices.  The  National  Harrow  Company,  a 
corporation  of  the  state  of  New  York, — ^to  whose  contract 
rights  and  general  purposes  the  plaintiff,  a  subsequently  cre- 
ated New  Jersey  corpc^ation,  has  succeeded,— originated  in 
a  written  agreement  between  a  number  of  leading  and  dis- 
tinct manufacturers,  under  various  United  States  letters  pat- 
ent of  float  spring-tooth  harrows,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that 
they  should  organize  a  corporation  under  the  laws  of  New 
York,  and  would  assign  to  the  corporation  all  United  States 
letters  patent  which  they  respectively  then  owned  or  should 
thereafter  acquire  relating  to  float  spring-tooth  harrows,  and 
the  good  will  of  their  business  in  such  harrows,  and  that  they 
would  not  thereafter  be  interested  in  the  manufacture  or  sale 
of  such  harrows,  except  as  agents  or  licensees  of  the  corpora- 
tion; that  the  corporation  should  issue  to  the  persons,  firms, 
and  corporations,  respectively,  so  assigning  to  it  their  said 
patents  and  the  good  will  of  their  business,  exclusive  licenses 
to  manufacture  and  sell  upon  their  own  account,  subject  to 
uniform  terms  and  conditions,  the  same  style  of  harrows 
which  they  were  making  and  selling  just  prior  to  the  agree- 
ment, and  that  the  corporation  itself  would  not  manufacture 
and  sell  any  style  of  harrows  covered  by  its  licenses;  that 
each  licensee  should  pay  to  the  corporation  one  dollar  on 
every  float  spring-tooth  harrow  manufactiu*ed  and  sold  by 
such  licensee,  and  that  each  person,  firm,  or  corporation 
transferring  to  the  corporation  the  good  will  of  their  float 
spring-tooth  harrow  business,  and  their  patents  relating 
thereto,  should  receive  in  pa3rment  therefor  the  value  thereof 
as  agreed  upon  or  as  fixed  by  arbitration  in  paid-up  stock  of 
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the  corporation.  The  agreement  in  the  first  instance  was 
signed  by  six  different  manufacturers,  but  the  contract  con- 
templated and  provided  that  others  should  come  into  the  ar- 
rangement and  become  parties  thereto.  Accordingly,  other 
manufacturers  of  float  spring-tooth  harrows  soon  joined  the 
combination,  which  then  embraced  22  different  persons,  firms, 
or  corporations.  Thus,  almost  the  entire  output  of  float 
spring-tooth  harrows  made  in  the  United  States  was  brought 
under  the  regulation  and  control  of  this  organization,  its 
licensees  manufacturing  and  selling  at  least  90  per  cent^ 
thereof. 

The  defendants  were  the  owners  of  two  United  States  let- 
ters patent  relating  to  float  spring-tooth  harrows,  under 
which  they  had  been  manufacturing  and  selling  harrows. 
They  joined  the  combination,  and,  agreeably  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  above-recited  agreement,  they  assigned  to  the 
New  York  corporation  their  patents,  and  that  corporation 
then  issued  to  the  defendants  a  license  to  manufacture  and 
sell  their  old  style  of  harrows.  The  New  Jersey  c(»poration, 
which  was  formed  in  furtherance  of  the  general  scheme,  is- 
sued to  the  defendants  a  second  license  on  terms  and  condi- 
tions substantially  like  the  former  license.  These  are  the 
two  license  contracts  here  sued  on.  The  following  stated 
provisions  are  common  to  both  licenses:  The  defendants 
agree  not  to  sell  float  spring-tooth  harrows,  float  spring-tooth 
harrow  frames  without  teeth,  or  attachments  i^plicable 
thereto,  at  less  prices  or  on  more  favorable  terms  of  payment 
and  delivery  to  the  purchasers  [669]  than  as  is  set  forth  in 
the  adbedule  annexed  to  the  license,  unless  the  licensor  should 
reduce  the  selling  prices  and  make  more  favorable  terms  for 
purchasers,  and  that  the  defendants  will  not  directly  or  indi- 
rectly manufacture  or  sell  any  other  float  spring-tooth  har- 
rows, etc.,  than  those  which  they  are  thus  licensed  to  sell  and 
maricet,  except  for  another  licensee,  and  then  only  of  sudi 
style  as  he  is  licensed  to  manufacture  and  selL  They  agree 
to  pay  to  the  corporation  one  dollar  upon  each  float  spring- 
tooth  harrow,  etc.,  manufactured  and  sold  by  them  agreeably 
to  the  terms  of  the  license,  and  the  sum  of  five  dollars  as  liqui- 
dated damages  for  every  harrow,  eta,  manufactured  or  sold 
by  ttiem  contrary  to  the  terms  and  provisioD3  of  the  liosnae. 
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and  tbe  oorpontion  agrees  to  defend  all  suits  for  alleged  in* 
fringement  brought  against  the  licensees.  All  the  licenses 
issued  by  the  corporation  are  upon  the  like  tenns  and  condi* 
tion& 

It  will  be  perceiyed  that  the  corporation  through  whose 
instrumentality  the  purposes  of  the  combination  are  effected 
is  simply  clothed  with  the  legal  title  to  the  assigned  patents, 
while  the  several  assignors  are  invested  with  the  exclusive 
right  to  manufacture  and  sell  their  old  style  of  harrows 
under  their  own  patents;  but  all  of  them  must  sell  at  uni- 
form prices  and  upon  the  same  terms,  without  respect  to 
cost  or  the  merits  of  their  respective  styles  of  harrows,  and 
all  the  members  of  the  combination  are  strictly  forbidden 
to  manufacture  or  sell  any  other  style  or  kind  of  float  spring- 
tooth  harrow  than  they  are  thus  licensed  to  make  and  selL 
Now,  it  is  quite  evident  to  me,  as  well  by  the  papras  them- 
selves as  from  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  that  this  scheme 
was  devised  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  and  enhancing 
prices  for  float  spring-tooth  harrows,  and  controlling  the 
manufacture  thereof  throughout  the  whole  country,  and  that 
the  combination,  especially  by  force  of  the  numbers  engaged 
therein,  tends  to  stifle  all  competition  in  an  important  brandi 
of  business.  I  am  not  aware  that  such  a  far-reaching  com- 
bination as  is  here  disclosed  has  ever  been  judicially  sus- 
tained. On  the  contrary,  the  courts  have  repeatedly  ad- 
judged combinations  between  a  number  of  persons  engaged 
in  the  same  general  business  to  prevent  competition  among 
themselves,  and  maintain  prices,  to  be  against  sound  public 
policy,  and  therefore  illegal.  Morris  Bun  Coal  Co.  v.  Bat- 
chy Coal  Oo.^  68  Pa.  St.  178;  PiUshvrg  Carbon  Co.  v.  Me- 
MiOm,  119  N.  Y.  46,  28  N.  E.  630;  Mer^  Capsule  Co.  v. 
United  States  Capsule  Co.,  67  Fed.  414;  Nester  v.  Brewing 
Co.,  161  Pa.  St  478,  29  AtL  102. 

I  am  not  able  to  concur  in  the  view  that  the  principle  of 
these  cases  is  inapplicable  here,  because  the  agreement  in 
question  involves  patents.  It  is  true  that  a  patentee  has  the 
earolusive  control  of  his  invention  during  the  life  of  the 
patent.  He  may  practice  the  invention  or  not,  as  he  sees 
fity  and  he  may  grant  to  others  licenses  upon  his  own  termsi 
But  when,  as  was  the  case  here,  a  laxge  numbec  ol  iiide* 
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pendent  manufacturing  concerns  are  engaged  in  making  and 
selling,  under  different  patents  and  in  various  forms,  an  ez- 
tensiydy  used  article,  competition  between  them  is  the  nat- 
ural and  inevitable  result,  and  thereby  the  public  interest  is 
pro-  [670]  moted.  Therefore,  a  combination  between  such 
manufacturers,  which  imposes  a  widespread  restraint  upon 
the  trade,  and  destroys  competition,  is  as  injurious  to  the 
community,  and  as  obnoxious  to  sound  public  policy,  as  if 
the  confederates  were  dealing  in  unpatented  articles.  To 
the  present  case  may  well  be  applied  the  remarks  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  Pennsylvania  in  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  ▼. 
Barclay  Coal  Co.,  supra:  ^  This  combination  has  a  power  in 
its  confederated  form  which  no  individual  action  can  con- 
fer." By  the  united  action  of  more  than  a  score  of  different 
manufacturers,  natural  and  salutary  competition  is  de- 
stroyed. To  sanction  such  a  result,  because  accomplished 
by  a  combination  of  patentees,  would  be,  I  think,  to  pervert 
the  patent  laws.  Moreover,  it  is  to  be  noted  that  under  these 
license  contracts  the  licensees  can  only  make  or  sell  their  own 
specific  form  of  harrow.  All  other  forms,  whether  patented 
or  unpatented,  are  prohibited  to  them.  For  this  interdiction 
there  is  no  justification.  In  the  case  of  Harrow  Co.  v.  Qtdeh^ 
76  O.  O.  1574,  67  Fed.  130,  Judge  Baker  expressed  the 
opinion  that  this  combination  was  unlawful,  and  against 
sound  public  policy.  I  am  constrained  to  regard  the  license 
contracts  sued  on  as  part  of  an  illegal  combination,  and  in 
unwarrantable  restraint  of  trade.  I  must,  therefore,  deny 
the  plaintiff  the  relief  sought  The  other  defenses  I  need 
not  consider. 

The  matter  of  the  cross  bill  was  not  much  noticed  by  coun- 
sel, if  discussed  at  alL  My  conclusion  is  that  the  plaintiffs 
therein  have  not  shown  themselves  to  be  entitled  to  affirma- 
tive relief.  They  entered  into  this  combination  voluntarily. 
The  preliminary  agreement  does  not  remain  executory  in 
any  particular.  These  cross  plaintiffs  do  not  owe  any  duty 
or  service  to  the  public,  the  performance  of  whidi  is  hin- 
dered  by  an  improvident  and  unlawful  contract  No  special 
ground  for  equitable  relief  is  disclosed  by  the  cross  bill,  and 
the  plaintiffs  therein  do  not  require  a  decree  of  cancellation 
in  order  to  defend  against  suits  based  upon  the  license  con- 
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tracts.  The  cross  bill  will  be  dismissed,  without  prejudice 
to  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  therein  to  defend  against  suits, 
or  their  right  to  maintain  a  bill  should  circumstances  or 
exigencies  arise  to  justify  equitable  interposition. 

Let  a  decree  be  drawn  in  conformity  with  the  views  ex- 
pressed in  the  foregoing  opinion. 


[8961     UNITED  STATES  v.  JOINT  TRAFFIC 

ASS'N.* 

(Olxcnlt  Oourt,  S.  D.  New  York.    May  28^  1896.) 
[76  Fed.,  896.] 

Rahjioads — Joint  Traffio  Associations — ^Intebstatb  CouMXMicm 
Law. — ^A  combination  of  railroad  companies  into  Joint  traffic  asso- 
ciations, nnder  articles  of  agreement  by  which  each  road  carries  tbe 
freight  It  may  get,  over  its  own  line,  at  its  own  rates,  and  has  the 
earnings  to  itself,  though  providing  proportional  rates,  or  propor* 
tlonal  division  of  traffic,  is  not  a  pooling  of  traffic  on  freights,  or 
division  of  net  proceeds  of  earnings,  within  the  prohibitions  of  the 
interstate  conmierce  law,  nor  of  the  act  of  1890  (26  Stat  299) 
against  imlawfnl  restraints  and  monopolies.* 

Samb— JiTBiBDionoN  OT  FiDKBAL  c:k>uBT8.— The  United  States  cannot 
maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to  restrain  an  association  of  railroads  from 
canying  into  effect  an  agreement  alleged  to  be  ili^^al  under  the 
interstate  commerce  law,  when  it  appears  that  it  did  not  grant  the 
charter  of,  and  has  no  proprietary  interest  in,  any  of  the  roads.  Its 
right  is  to  piosecnte  for  breaches  of  the  law,  not  to  provide  remedies. 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity,  filed  by  the  United  States  against 
the  Joint  Traffic  Association  to  enjoin  alleged  violationB  of 
the  interstate  commerce  law. 

WaUaee  MacfarUme^  United  States  Attorney. 

James  C.  Carter  and  Edward  /.  Phelps  {George  F.  Ed- 
mundsj  on  brief) ,  for  defendants. 

•  Affirmed  by  Circuit  Ck)urt  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit  (89  Fed., 
1020).  Memorandum  decision.  See  p.  869.  Reversed  by  Supreme 
Oourt  United  States  (171  U.  S.,  606).    See  p.  868. 
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Wheeleb,  District  Judge. 
The  interstate  oommeroe  law  (24  Stat  879)  provides: 

**  Sec.  5.  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  fbr  any  common  carrier  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  act  to  enter  into  anj  contract*  agreement,  or 
combination  with  any  other  common  carrier  or  carriers  for  the  pooling 
of  freights  of  different  and  competing  railroads,  or  to  divide  between 
them  the  aggregate  or  net  proceeds  of  the  earnings  of  such  railroads, 
or  any  portion  thereof ;  and  in  any  [896]  case  of  an  agreement  for  the 
pooling  of  freights  as  aforesaid,  each  day  of  its  continuance  shall  be 
deemed  a  separate  offence." 

The  act  of  1890  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopo- 
lies (26  Stat  209)  provides: 

"Section  1.  Every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  coipmerce  among  tlie 
several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations  is  hereby  declared  illegaL" 

The  82  railroad  companies  defendants,  immensely  engaged 
in  competitive  interstate  commerce,  have  made  an  arrange- 
ment forming  this  Joint  Ti*affic  Association,  with  a  board  of 
nine  managers,  consisting  of  one  each  from  the  Baltimore  A 
Ohio,  Chesapeake  &  Ohio,  Erie,  Qrand  Trunk,  Lackawanna, 
Lehigh  Valley,  Pennsylvania,  Vanderbilt,  and  Wabash  sys- 
tems; and  with  jurisdiction  over  competitive  traffic  which 
passes  to,  from,  or  through  the  western  termini  of  the 
trunk  lines,  viz.  Toronto,  Can.,  Suspension  Bridge,  Niagara 
Falls,  Tonawanda,  Black  Rock,  Buffalo,  East  Buffalo,  Buf- 
falo Junction,  Dunkirk  and  Salamanca,  N.  Y.;  Erie,  Pitts- 
burgh, and  Allegheny,  Pa. ;  Bellaire,  O. ;  Wheeling,  Parkers- 
burg,  Charleston,  and  Eenova,  W.  Ya.;  and  Ashland,  Ky.; 
and  such  other  points  as  may  hereafter  be  designated  by  tiie 
managers  as  such  termini.  The  arrangement  provides  as  to 
rates,  fares,  charges,  and  rules  (article  7) : 

**  Section  1.  The  duly-published  schedules  of  rates,  fares,  and  charges, 
and  the  rules  applicable  thereto,  now  in  force,  and  authorized  by  the 
companies  parties  hereto,  upon  the  traffic  covered  by  this  agreement 
(and  filed  with  the  Interstate  commerce  commission  as  to  sncii  of 
said  traffic  as  is  interstate),  are  hereby  reaffirmed  by  the  companiM 
composing  the  association;  and  the  companies  parties  hereto  ahalL 
within  ten  days  after  this  agreement  becomes  effective,  file  with  the 
managers  copies  of  all  such  schedules  of  rates,  fares,  and  charges, 
and  the  rules  applicable  thereto. 

"  Sec.  2.  The  managers  shall,  from  time  to  time,  recommend  such 
clianges  in  said  rates,  fares,  charges,  and  rules  as  may  be  reasonable 
and  just  and  necessary  for  governing  the  traffic  covered  by  this  agree- 
ment, and  for  protecting  the  interests  of  the  parties  herato  therein, 
and  the  failure  to  observe  such  recommeodations  by  any  party  hereto 
as  and  when  made  shall  be  deemed  a  violation  of  this  agreement 
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No  company  party  bereto  shall,  through  any  of  its  offlcen  or  agenti^ 
deviate  from  or  change  the  rates,  fares,  charges,  or  rules  herein 
reafDrmed  or  so  recommended  by  the  managers,  except  by  a  resolu- 
tion of  its  board.  The  action  of  such  board  shall  not  affect  the  rates, 
fares,  charges,  or  rules  disapproved,  except  to  the  extent  of  its  inter- 
est therein  over  its  own  road.  A  copy  of  the  resolution  of  the  board 
of  any  company  party  hereto  authorizing  any  such  change  shall  be 
immediately  forwarded  by  the  company  making  the  same  to  the  man* 
agers,  and  such  change  shall  not  become  effective  until  thirty  days 
after  the  receipt  of  such  resolution  by  the  managers.  The  managers, 
upon  receiving  such  notice,  shall  act  promptly  upon  the  same  for  the 
protection  of  the  parties  hereto. 

*'  Sec.  8.  The  powers  conferred  upon  the  managers  shall  be  so  con- 
trued  and  exercised  as  not  to  permit  violation  of  the  interstate  com- 
merce act  or  any  other  law  applicable  to  the  premises,  or  any  provi- 
sion of  the  charters  or  the  laws  applicable  to  any  of  the  companies 
parties  hereto;  and  the  managers  shall  co-operate  with  the  inter- 
state commerce  commission  to  secure  stability  and  uniformity  in  the 
rates,  fares,  charges,  and  rules  established  hereunder." 

It  also  providesi  as  to  competitive  traffic  (article  8) : 

**  The  managers  are  charged  with  the  duty  of  securing  to  each  com- 
pany party  hereto  equitable  proportions  of  the  competitive  traffic  cov- 
ered by  this  agreement  so  far  as  can  be  legally  done ;  and  the  control 
of  all  persons  acting  as  contracting  and  soliciting  freight  and  pas- 
senger agents  in  relation  to  [8971  the  traffic  covered  with  due  regard 
to  the  relative  Interests  involved,  and  the  number  of  such  persons  to 
be  employed,  is  given  to  the  managers." 

This  bill  is  brought  at  the  request  of  the  interstate  com- 
merce commission,  under  the  direction  of  the  attorney  gen- 
eral, by  the  district  attorney  of  the  United  States  for  this 
district,  against  this  agreement,  as  made,  without  coxmting 
upon  any  statutes,  or  alleging  anything  actually  done  under 
it  to  be  of  itself  unlawful  otherwise  than  because  so  done. 
The  answer  denies,  as  a  conclusion,  any  illegality  within  or 
under  the  agreement;  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  anything  un- 
lawful outside  of  or  beyond  it  The  case  has  been  heard 
upon  the  bill  and  answer,  and  so  is  made  to  turn  upon  the 
question  of  the  legality  or  illegality  of  the  contract,  and 
upon  the  right  of  ihe  United  States,  as  plaintiff,  to  maintain 
this  suit,  if  it  is  illegal.  The  provisions  of  the  contract 
stated  are  understood  to  be  the  ones  challenged  as  being  con- 
trary to  the  statutes  quoted. 

The  restraint  and  monopoly  act  expressly  authorizes  sudi 
ft  proceeding  in  equity  as  this  to  prevent  its  violation,  and 
this  suit  is  well  maintained  if  this  contract  is  within  it 
Railroads  are  not  expressly  named  in  this  act,  and  are  said 
in  argument  not  to  be  within  its  terms.    No  one  is  so  named; 
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but  it  applies  to  all  contracts  and  combinations  in  restraint 
of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  states.  Railroads  do  not 
trade  among  the  states,  but  they  carry  for  those  who  do; 
and  what  would  restrain  their  so  carrying  would  seen  to  be 
a  restraint  of  such  commerce. 

These  provisions  of  the  contract  do  not  provide  for  isssen- 
ing  the  number  of  carriers;  nor  their  facilities;  nor  for  rais- 
ing their  rates,  except  expressly  by  its  terms  not  contrary 
to  law,  and  therefore  not  beyond  what  are  reasonable.  The 
interstate  commerce  law  (section  1)  requires  aU  rates  to  be 
reasonable,  and  the  making  of  reasonable  and  lawful  rates 
upon  carriage  in  any  traffic  cannot  be  any  restraint  in  law 
upon  such  traffic  U,  S.  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass^n^ 
68  Fed.  440;  Id.,  7  C.  C.  A.  16,  68  Fed.  68.  The  so- 
liciting of  custom  is  no  part  of  the  duty  of  common  carriers, 
and  dispensing  with  soliciting  agents,  or  with  the  control  of 
them,  cannot  be  illegal,  nor  an  agreement  to  do  so  be  an 
illegal  contract  As  this  case  rests  wholly  upon  the  con- 
tract as  made,  and  not  upon  anything  actually  done  under 
color  of  or  beyond  it,  and  each  road  is  left  by  it  to  carry  on 
its  own  business  within  lawful  limits  as  before,  no  unlawful 
restraint  of  commerce  seems  to  be  provided  for  by  it;  and  no 
ground  for  relief  under  that  statute  of  1890  is  made  out 

No  provision  is  made  by  the  interstate  commerce  law  for 
enforcing  its  provisions  in  equity,  except  to  carry  out  orders 
of  the  commission;  and  authority  for  this  suit  to  restrain 
any  violation  of  that  law  must  appear  otherwise,  or  fail 
That  governments  and  states  exercising  general  municipal 
control  over  the  people,  their  property,  their  rights  and  their 
convenience,  may,  by  their  law  officers,  maintain  suits  in 
equity  to  restrain  actual  nuisances  to  ways,  parks,  commons, 
and  tiie  like,  which  are  injurious  to  the  common  rights  of  all 
to  their  en]03rment,  is  not  to  be  questioned.  The  United 
States  government  is  limited  in  such  control  to  such  particu- 
lar subjects  as  are  committed  to  it,  which  include,  of  course, 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  car-  [898]  rying  the  mails, 
and  such.  These  railroads  are  not  federal  instnunents,  al- 
though they  may  be,  and  probably  are,  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of,  and  are  within  control  of  the  laws  of,  the  govern- 
ment to  some  extent.    As  so  engaged,  no  nuisance  would  be 
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federal  till  it  shoul^l  become  actual  by  obstractiiig  these 
functions,  /n  re  Z?^6«,  158  U.  S.  564, 16  Sup.  Ct  900.  This 
contract,  if  illegal,  is  intangible,  and  is  not  alleged  or 
claimed  to  have  obstructed  the  roads  for  government  pur- 
poses in  any  manner  whatever. 

The  United  States  may  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to  repeal 
a  patent  for  land  {U.  S.  v.  Son  Jacinto  Tin  Co.,,  125  U.  S. 
273,  8  Sup.  Ct  850),  or  a  patent  for  an  invention  {U.  8.  v. 
American  Bell  Tel.  Co.,  128  U.  S.  315,  9  Sup.  Ct  90) ;  and 
a.  state  to  protect  its  interest  in  components  of  the  soil  under 
its  navigable  waters  {Cooaaw  Min.  Co.  v.  South  CaroUna^ 
144  U.  S.  550,  12  Sup.  Ct  689),  or  to  prevent  abuse  of 
charters  granted  by  it  {Attorney  Oeneral  v.  BaUroad  Cam- 
panieSj  35  Wis.  524) ,  because  of  the  interest  in  the  property 
as  proprietor,  or  in  tlie  grant  as  a  party  to  it  But  here  the 
United  States  are  not  alleged,  or  understood,  to  have  granted 
the  charters  of,  or  to  have  any  proprietary  interest  in,  any 
of  these  railroads;  or  to  have  any  other  concern  about  them 
in  any  respect  involved  here,  but  to  have  its  prohibitory 
statutes  for  regulating  commerce  between  the  states  respected 
and  obeyed,  the  same  as  those  against  counterfeiting,  or 
tampering  with  the  mails,  should  be.  Breaches  of  such 
statutes  are  misdemeanors  punishable  by  indictment  or  in- 
formation, and  that  merely  such  are  not  preventable  in  equity 
is  elementary.  A  plaintiff  in  equity  for  relief  by  injunction 
should  have  some  right  or  interest  in  the  subject  of  pre- 
vention, or  be  given  express  authority  to  proceed  in  that  way 
by  statute.  Authority  is  given  to  the  interstate  commerce 
commission  to  have  proceedings  for  the  enforcement  of  that 
law  taken  and  prosecuted,  but  that  is  understood  to  refer  to 
the  usual  and  appropriate  proceedings  in  such  cases,  and 
seems  not  to  authorize  any  that  were  unknown  before.  The 
right  given  here  to  that  commission  is  to  prosecute  rights, 
but  not  to  provide  remedies.  If  this  is  erroneous,  only  such 
agreements  are  prohibited  as  are  for  the  pooling  of  freights, 
or  dividing  aggregate  or  net  proceeds  of  earnings.  So  far 
as  this  agreement  goes,  each  road  carries  the  freights  it  may 
get,  over  its  own  line,  at  its  own  rates,  however  fixed, 
and  has  the  proceeds,  net  or  other,  of  the  earnings  to  itself. 
Very  able  judicial  opinions  and  learned  commentaries  and 
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disquisitions  upon  pooling,  too  numerous  for  separate  notioe 
herein,  have  been  referred  to,  but  none  make  it  include  what 
is  left  in  wholly  separate  channels.  Provision  for  reasonable, 
althou^  equal  or  proportional,  rates  for  each  carrier,  or  for 
a  just  and  proportional  rate  for  each  carrier,  or  for  a  just 
and  proportional  division  of  traffic  among  carriers,  does  not 
seem  to  be  either  a  pooling  of  their  traffic  or  freights,  or  a 
division  of  the  net  proceeds  of  their  earnings,  in  any  sense. 
This  statement  of  reasons  seems  quite  inadequate  to  the 
very  full  and  able  argument  upon  which  this  case  has  on  each 
side  been  presented,  but  these  conclusions  have  heesn  reached 
upon  full  consideration  of  all,  so  far  as  understood;  and, 
as  they  appear  to  be  sufficient  for  the  disposition  of  the  case, 
no  more  is  attempted.    Bill  dismissed. 


[1]  GREER,  MILLS  ft  CO.  v.  STOLLER  ET  AL. 

(Circnit  Court,  W.  D.  Missouri,  W.  D.    Noyember  e,  1896.) 
[77  Fed.,  1] 

BtoBBAZ.  OoxTirrB— Jurisdiction— NoNBEsnnnTS  or  Distbiot— Moiiavo- 
LiES. — ^A  biU  by  members  of  a  business  exchange  to  enjoin  the  board 
of  directors  from  enforcing  against  them  certain  by-laws  of  the  asso- 
ciation on  the  ground  that  the  same  are  illegal,  as  being  in  restraint 
of  trade  and  commerce,  cannot  be  based  upon  the  *'Anti-Tru8t  Law  " 
of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat  200)  ;  for  the  right  given  by  section  4 
thereof  to  bring  suits  for  injunction  is  limited  to  suits  instituted  on 
behalf  of  the  government  Therefore  the  authority  glyeu  by  secdon 
6,  to  bring  in  nonresidents  of  the  district  cannot  be  availed  of  In 
private  suits,  and  the  court  can  acquire  no  jurisdiction  over  theoL* 

Pabtiss  to  Actions — Dibectobs  of  Unincobpobated  Associations.— 
All  the  directors  of  an  unincorporated  association  are  necessary 
parties  to  a  suit  against  it  arising  out  of  contractual  relations,  even 
though  a  less  number  are  authorized  by  the  assodation  to  transact 
business. 

Voluntaby  Associations — Suspension  or  Mbmbebs. — Where  a  mem- 
ber of  a  voluntary  association  has  been  suspended  by  the  directors 
for  nonpayment  of  a  fine  for  violation  of  the  by-laws,  hi^  action  to 
be  restored  to  the  privileges  of  membership  is  founded  upon  the  con- 
tract between  himself  and  the  association,  which  he  most  either 
accept  in  its  entirety  or  repudiate.  He  does  not  occupy  the  position 
of  a  stranger  injured  by  the  acts  of  co-trespassers. 

•  Byllabas  copyrighted,  1896, 1^  West  Publishing  Oo. 
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This  is  a  bill  in  equity  seeking  to  enjoin  the  defendants 
from  doing  certain  specified  acts.  The  complainant  is  a  non- 
resident of  the  state.  The  respondents  constitute  the  board 
of  directors  of  the  Kansas  City  Live-Stock  Exchange,  a  vol- 
untary business  association  of  this  district 

The  general  objects  ot  this  association,  as  declared  in  its  articles  of 
association,  are  **for  the  purpose  of  organizing  and  maintaining  a 
hnslness  exchange,  not  for  pecuniary  profit  or  gain,  nor  for  the  trans- 
action of  business,  but  to  promote  and  protect  all  interests  connected 
with  the  buying  and  selling  of  live  stock  at  the  Kansas  City  Stock 
Yards,  and  to  promulgate  and  enforce  amongst  the  members  correct 
and  high  moral  principles  in  the  transaction  of  business."  By  sub- 
scribing thereto,  the  members  agreed  with  each  other  to  faithful^ 
observe  and  be  bound  by  the  rules  and  by-laws  of  the  association. 
The  complainant  became  a  member  thereof,  and  participated  In  the 
proceedings  and  business  of  the  association  for  a  [2]  long  time  prior 
to  the  instittttion  of  this  suit  For  an  alleged  violation  of  the  by-laws 
of  the  association  it  was,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such 
by-laws,  tried  by  the  governing  board  of  the  association,  and,  being 
by  them  found  guilty,  was  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  of  |1,000,  and  sus- 
pended until  the  said  fine  should  be  paid.  Refusing  to  comply  there- 
with, the  board  of  directors,  as  authorized  by  the  by-laws  of  the  asso- 
ciation, sought,  by  giving  pubUc  notice  thereof  on  the  biUboards  of 
the  aasociation  and  otherwise,  to  induce  the  members  of  the  associa- 
tion to  cease  to  do  business  with  the  complainant  as  a  member  of  the 
association,  and  to  obstruct  Its  business  operation  as  a  meml)er  of 
the  association,  by  denying  it  the  privilege  of  members  in  selling  stock 
on  commission  through  the  exchange.  Thereupon  it  brought  this  bill 
in  equity,  setting  out  in  detail  its  grievances,  alleging  that  the  by-IAws 
thus  sought  to  be  enforced  against  it  are  Illegal,  being  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerece,  and  tending  to  create  a  monopoly  by  the  said 
board  in  the  live-stock  business  at  said  stock  yards,  and  charging 
the  defendants  with  attempting  to  enforce  against  it  what  is  termed 
a  **  boycott*'  The  bill  alleges  that  the  complainant  gave  notice  to  the 
board  of  the  withdrawal  of  its  assent  hitherto  given  to  the  by-laws 
complained  of ;  and  it  asks  to  have  the  respondents  enjoined  from  fur- 
ther attempting  to  enforce  said  by-laws  and  said  penalty  and  order  of 
suspension  against  it,  and  from  further  Interfering  with  the  business 
as  a  member  of  the  said  association  or  otherwise,  and  from  publishing 
such  notices  or  otherwise  of  the  fact  of  said  suspension,  and  from 
requiring  other  members  of  the  association  to  cease  to  do  business  as 
such  with  the  complainant,  and  for  general  relief.  The  bUl  discloses 
that  the  association  Is  composed  of  about  300  members,  the  price  of 
membeiBhip  at  this  time  being  $1,000;  and  that  the  defendants  con- 
stitute the  board  of  directors  of  the  association ;  all  of  which  board  are 
resident  citizens  of  this  district,  except  the  respondent  Hanna,  who 
is  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  Kansas.  Hanna  has  filed  a  motion  to  be 
discharged  herefrom  for  want  of  jurisdiction  Over  him,  while  the  other 
defendants  move  to  dissolve  the  temporary  injunction  granted  hereto- 
fore herein,  for  the  reason,  inter  alia,  that  because  of  the  want  of 
jurisdiction  over  said  Hanna  all  the  necessary  parties  are  not  before 
the  court  to  authorize  it  to  proceed  to  final  decree.  Other  essential 
fftcta  appear  in  the  following  opinion. 

MiUs^  Smith  dk  HolhSj  Lathrop^  Morrow^  Fox  <&  Moorey 
and  A  Ibert  H.  Harton^  for  complainant. 
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Hutchings  <k  Keplinger^  McGrew^  Watson  db  Watson^  and 
KameSy  Holmes  <&  Erauthoffj  for  defendants. 

Philips,  District  Judge  (after  stating  the  facts). 

The  defendant  Hanna  being  a  npnresident  of  the  state, 
this  court  can  acquire  no  jurisdiction  over  him  against  his 
consent,  unless  it  can  be  maintained  that  this  action  is  predi- 
cable  of  the  act  of  congress  of  July  2, 1890,  entitled  "  An  act 
to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints 
and  monopolies."  26  Stat  209.  By  the  fifth  section  of  this 
act,  the  court,  whenever  the  ends  of  justice  require  it,  may 
bring  before  it  other  parties  by  summons,  "whether  they 
reside  in  the  district  in  which  the  court  is  held  or  not."  Can 
a  private  citizen,  for  a  redress  of  a  private  grievance,  main- 
tain a  bill  in  equity  for  an  injunction  under  this  act{  The 
things  forbidden  by  the  act  are  declared  to  be  criminal  of- 
fenses against  the  government  of  the  United  States.  By 
the  fourth  section,  the  jurisdiction  is  conferred  upon  the 
circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  to  prevent  and  restrain 
the  violations  of  this  act,  "  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
se\(eral  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States  in  their  re- 
spective districts,  under  the  direction  of  the  attorney  general, 
to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain 
such  violations;  such  proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  petition 
setting  forth  the  case  and  praying  that  such  violations  shall 
be  enjoined  [8]  or  otherwise  prohibited."  Section  7  gives 
to  the  private  person  "  injured  in  his  business  or  property 
by  any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything 
forbidden,  or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,"  a  right 
to  sue  in  a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district 
in  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is  found  for  threefold 
damages  by  him  sustained.  The  statute,  being  highly  penal 
in  its  character,  must  be  strictly  construed;  and,  having 
created  a  new  offense,  and  imposed  new  liabilities,  and  hav- 
ing provided  the  modes  of  redress  to  the  public  and  the 
private  citizen,  by  established  rules  of  construction,  these 
remedies  are  exclusive  of  all  others.  Suth.  St  Const  §§ 
392-^94,  899;  Riddick  v.  Governor ^  1  Mo.  147;  Stafford  v. 
Ingeraol^  3  Hill,  38;  Chofndler  v.  Harma^  78  Ala.,  890. 
While  there  has  been  some  contrariety  of  opinion  among 
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judges  as  to  whether  or  not  the  right  of  injunction  to  a 
private  citizen  is  accorded  by  this  statute,  my  conclusion 
is  that  the  right  is  limited  by  the  fourth  section  to  injunc- 
tion at  the  relation  of  the  district  attorney,  and  that  the 
seventh  section  gives  to  the  private  citizen  his  only  remedy. 
BlindeU  v.  Hagan,  54  Fed.  40,  41;  Id.,  6  C.  C.  A.  86,  66 
Fed.  696;  Pidcock  v.  Hcprrington,  64  Fed.  821.  Therefore 
Hanna  has  a  right  to  insist  that  he  cannot  be  sued  in  this 
jurisdiction.  In  re  Keashey  cfe  Mattison  Co.,  16  Sup.  Ct 
273-275.  The  motion  to  dismiss  on  behalf  of  the  defendant 
Hanna  is  therefore  sustained  on  the  ground  of  his  non- 
residence. 

The  question,  then,  occurs,  can  this  suit  proceed  without 
his  presence  as  a  party?  In  other  words,  is  he  a  necessary 
party?  The  Kansas  City  live-Stock  Exchange  is  an  unin- 
corporated voluntary  association  composed  of  about  800 
members.  Such  associations  of  individuals,  in  respect  of 
their  rights  and  liabilities,  are  generally  regarded  as  mere 
partnerships.    Dicey,  in  his  work  on  Parties,  says: 

''An  unincorporated  company  is  fandamentally  a  large  partnership, 
from  which  it  differs  mainly  in  the  following  particalars,  viz. :  that 
it  is  not  bound  by  the  acts  of  the  indiyidnal  partners,  but  only  by 
those  of  its  directors  or  managers ;  that  shares  in  It  are  transferable ; 
and  that  it  is  not  dissolved  by  the  retirement,  death,  bankruptcy, 
etc.,  of  its  individual  members."    Page  149. 

As  said  in  Phipps  v.  Jones,  69  Am.  Dec.  711 : 

**  Suits  by  and  against  such  associations  cannot  at  common  law  be 
brought  and  maintained  in  the  name  of  the  association,  or  in  the  name 
of  its  agents  or  trustees.  Curd  v.  WaUaoe,  82  Am.  Dec  85 ;  Schttetzen 
Bund  V.  Agitations  Verein,  44  Mich.  313,  6  N.  W.  675.  But  actions 
must  be  brought  and  maintained  in  the  names  of  all  the  members. 
*  *  *  On  the  ground  that  they  have  a  common  interest,  members 
of  a  voluntary  unincorporated  association  are  entitled  to  join  in  a 
suit  in  regard  to  matters  pertaining  to  or  affecting  such  Interest 
Mear§  y.  Motaton,  30  Md.  142." 

The  individual  members  of  such  associations  retain  all 
their  original  autonomy,  except  in  so  far  as  they  may,  by 
consent  to  the  articles  of  association,  have  surrendered  such 
right  In  the  absence  of  such  assent,  not  even  a  majority 
of  the  associates  could  bind  the  individual  member.  His 
judgment  would  remain  independent.  A  proceeding,  there- 
fore, to  centred  the  action  of  and  bind  the  associates,  must 
be  directed  against  the  whole  membership.  But  where,  as 
10870*»— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 40 
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in  this  instance,  the  ezecutiye  administra-  [4]  tion  of  the 
business  aif airs  of  the  association  is  by  articles  of  agreement 
conunitted  to  a  designated  board  of  less  number  than  the 
whole,  it  may  be  conceded  that  a  judicial  proceeding  against 
the  association  may  be  maintained  by  summons  against  such 
board. 

Rule  1  of  the  association,  referred  to  in  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint, vests  the  government  of  the  exchange  in  a  board  of 
11  directors,  composed  of  the  president  and  vice  president  of 
the  association,  7  members  of  which  shall  constitute  a  quorum 
for  the  transaction  of  business.  Unquestionably,  but  for  the 
provision  clothing  the  number  7  with  the  functions  of  gov- 
ernment, it  would  require  the  presence  and  co-operation  of 
the  whole  11  to  transact  any  business.  But  this  7  must  not 
only  be  present,  assembled  as  a  board,  to  perform  any  official 
act  {Hay-Preaa  Co.  v.  Devol^  72  Fed.  loc.  cit.  721,  722),  but 
they  are  clothed  with  the  f imctions  of  acting  for  and  repre- 
senting the  board  only  for  the  transaction  of  business  of  the 
association,  and  not  for  any  other  purpose.  It  does  not  au- 
thorize affirmative  action  against  the  association  by  notice  to 
seven  of  the  directora  As  to  third  persons  moving  against 
the  association  to  bind  the  constituent  members,  notice  must 
be  given  to  alL   As  said  in  People  v.  Bdohelor^  22  N.  Y.  184: 

"  It  l8  not  only  a  plain  dictate  of  reason,  but  a  ^neral  rule  of  law, 
that  no  power  or  function  Intrusted  to  a  body  consisting  of  a  number 
of  persons  can  be  legal  without  notice  to  all  the  members  composing 
such  body." 

See,  also,  1  Mor.  Priv.  Corp.  (2d  Ed.)  §§  479-682. 

In  McOreary  v.  Chandler ^  58  Me.  538,  which  was  an  action 
served  on  a  portion  of  the  directors  of  a  voluntary  asssocia- 
tion,  the  court  said : 

**  The  Machias  Mining  Ck>mpany  is  a  voluntary  association  of  Indi- 
yidnals,  and  not  a  corporation  under  the  laws  of  the  state.  The 
d^endants  are  members,  and  assume  to  act  as  its  directors,  and  as 
such  to  bind  the  associatioxL  If  they  have  bound  the  association,  as 
they  purport  to  have  done,  all  its  members  are  bound  by  and  liable 
upon  their  contracts.  A  suit  In  such  case  would  be  against  all  the 
members.  In  the  present  case  it  is  against  three  of  the  associates 
only." 

The  question  under  consideration  was  passed  upon  in  Wall 
Y.  Thomas^  41  Fed.  620.  The  suit  was  by  a  member  of  an 
unincorporated  association,  whose  management  was  intrusted 
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to  nine  trustees.  The  bill  charged  the  trustees  with  misman- 
agement of  the  affairs  of  the  association,  and  asked  for  an 
injunction.  Only  four  of  the  trustees  were  summoned,  pre- 
sumably because  the  others  were  nonresidents  of  the  district. 
It  is  true,  the  defendants  summoned  were  less  than  a  majority 
of  the  trustees,  but  the  logic  of  the  ruling  was  that  all  of  the 
trustees  were  necessary  parties,  and  therefore  the  bill  could 
not  be  entertained.    The  court  said : 

**  If  the  defendants  are  enjoined,  their  co-trustees  will  to  that  extent 
be  crippled,  and  may  be  wholly  prevented  from  doing  what  they  pro- 
pose. What  Is  proposed  to  be  done  may  be  lawful  and  authorized, 
and,  indeed,  essential  to  the  protection  of  the  great  interests  with  the 
management  of  which  the  trustees  are  charged.  It  is  not  enough  that, 
according  to  the  averments  of  the  bill,  these  things  are  unauthorized, 
and  a  breach  of  trust,  because  the  absent  trustees  have  the  rig^t  to  be 
heard  before  these  averments  are  taken  as  true  against  them.  And 
they  cannot  be  assumed  to  be  true  as  the  basis  for  a  decree  until  all 
those  who  have  a  right  to  challenge  them  have  been  given  an  oppor 
tunity  to  do  so.  A  contrary  rule  would  put  it  in  the  power  of  a 
minority  of  unfaithful  trustees,  by  collusion  [5]  with  a  beneficiary 
whose  interests  might  not  lie  with  those  of  other  beneficiaries,  to 
defeat  the  performance  of  legitimate  and  exigent  official  duties  by 
faithful  trustees." 

The  logic  of  the  opinion  clearly  shows  that  it  is  just  as  in- 
competent to  undertake  to  bind  the  body  of  trustees  by  a  pro- 
ceeding against  six  as  it  would  be  against  three,  for  the 
learned  judge  says: 

"  Succinctly  stated,  the  court  is  called  upon  to  adjudge  not  (mly  that 
the  defendants  have  abused  their  trust,  but  also  that  the  absent  trus- 
tees have  done  so,  and  to  decree  that  what  the  absent  trustees  pro- 
pose to  do  is  unauthorized  and  unlawful.  While  the  absent  trustees 
would  not  be  bound  by  such  a  decree,  it  could  not  be  made  without 
embarrassing,  and  perhaps  defeating,  their  contemplated  action,  be- 
cause it  would  deprive  them  of  the  co-operation  of  their  co-trustees." 

The  court  then  proceeds  to  argue  that,  if  the  injunction 
would  prevent  the  absent  trustees  from  taking  any  action,  it 
should  not  be  granted  without  giving  such  absent  party  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard ;  and  that  such  a  suit  would  be  an 
attempt  by  indirection  '^to  control  the  management  of  a 
trust  fund  without  giving  some  of  those  who  are  charged 
with  the  duty  of  managing  it  a  right  to  be  heard." 
'  This  is  a  wholesome  rule.  ^As  applied  to  business  corpora- 
tions whose  management  by  charter  is  committed  to  a  board 
of  directors,  the  courts,  with  unyielding  decision,  have  re- 
quired that  all  adB^of  such  trustees  affecting  the  property 
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of  the  corporation,  and  all  acts  of  an  administratiye  char- 
acter should  be  performed  by  them  when  assembled  as  a 
board,  so  that  their  action  should  be  a  unit,  and  the  result 
of  deliberation  with  that  mutual  interdependence  of  judg- 
ment which  comes  fr(Hn  consultation  one  with  another. 
Cammeyer  v.  Lutheran  Churches^  2  Sandf.  Ch.  208-229; 
State  V.  Ancher^  2  Rich.  Law,  245 ;  Hay-Press  Co.  v.  Devoid 
'I'i,  Fed.  717;  Um  v.  Mini'og  Co.,  119  Mo.  9-24, 24  S.  W.  223. 
If  a  suitor  may  proceed  against  less  than  the  whole  number 
of  trustees  to  bind  tlie  association,  against  how  many  and 
which  of  the  number  ?  Shall  he  select  them  ?  He  might  omit 
those  from  the  summons  whose  wise  counsel  and  staid  judg- 
ment would  be  most  valuable  and  reliant  to  the  body  in  de- 
fending in  court  While  section  739,  Rev.  St  U.  S.,  de- 
clares that,  where  there  are  several  defendants  in  any  suit 
at  law  or  in  equity,  and  any  number  of  them  are  not  in- 
habitants of  nor  found  in  the  district  where  suit  is  brought, 
and  do  not  voluntarily  appear,  the  court  may  proceed  to  ad- 
judication, yet  it  is  the  recognized  construction  of  this  stat- 
ute that  it  has  reference  only  to  instances  of  mere  formal 
parties,  or  where  the  cause  may  be  determined,  and  justice 
satisfied,  ^^  without  essentially  affecting  the  interests  of  absent 
parties''  ;  as  where  the  interests  of  the  parties  absent  are 
separable  from  those  before  the  court  But  where  persons 
have  not  only  an  interest  in  the  controversy,  but  sudi  an  in- 
terest that  a  final  decree  would  affect  it,  or  leave  the  contro- 
versy to  be  fought  over  in  subdivisions,  in  order  to  conclude 
the  rights  and  measure  out  the  equities  of  all,  they  are  indis- 
pensable parties  to  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction.  Shields  v. 
Barrow,  17  How.  130;  WaU  v.  Thomas,  supra.  The  defend- 
ant Hanna,  both  as  trustee  and  member  of  the  association,  has 
a  direct  personal  interest  in  and  important  official  relation  to 
the  management  and  [6]  property  of  this  association.  There 
is  not  only  committed  to  his  keeping,  by  the  rules  of  the  as- 
sociation, the  responsible  duty  of  assisting  and  managing  its 
affairs,  but  in  the  custody  and  management  of  the  $12,000 
of  assets  which  the  bill  alleges  to  be  now  in  the  treasury  of 
the  association,  as  also  in  the  management  and  disposition 
of  the  $1,000  fine  assessed  against  the  complainant,  the  col- 
lection or  enforcement  of  which  the  bill  seeks  to  enjoin. 
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And  as  a  member  of  the  board  of  business  managers  he  is 
entitled  to  a  voice  in  deciding  whether  or  not  the  board  shall 
resist  or  accede  to  complainant's  demand.  To  enable  the 
complainant,  therefore,  to  proceed  to  judgment  against  the 
segment  of  the  managing  board  of  trustees  before  the  courts 
it  must  be  held  that  the  suit,  in  its  legal  effect,  presents  the 
instance  of  an  action  ex  delicto  by  a  party  wrongfully  in* 
jured  in  his  property  rights  by  the  tortious  acts  of  several 
persons,  in  which  case  the  injured  party  may  proceed  jointly 
or  severally  against  the  tort  feasors  for  satisfaction.  Boyd 
V.  CfiUj  19  Fed.  loc  cit  145. 

This  brings  us  to  a  consideration  of  the  character  of  the 
case  presented  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  around  which  is  cen- 
tered the  real  battle  between  the  contending  parties.  What 
is  the  real  gravamen  of  the  bill?  Do  the  facts  alleged  con- 
stitutive of  the  cause  of  action  depend  upon  a  contractual 
relation  between  the  complainant  and  the  association,  or  does 
it  occupy  the  attitude  of  a  stranger  injured  by  the  act  of 
co-trespassers?  If  the  cause  of  action  is  dependent  upon  a 
contract  between  the  parties  sustaining  inter  sese  the  relation 
of  co-partners,  the  rule  of  equitable  procedure  seems  to  be 
well  established  that  all  the  partners,  or  at  least  aU  the  board 
of  trustees,  representing  the  association,  must  be  made  par- 
ties. The  bill  alleges  the  existence  of  a  voluntary  business 
association,  and  sets  out  or  refers  to  in  appropriate  form  the 
articles  of  association  and  its  by-laws.  It  appears  that  the 
complainant  became  voluntarily  a  member  thereof,  and  sub- 
scribed to  the  articles  of  agreement,  and  thereby  became  en- 
titled to  share  in  and  enjoy  the  privileges,  rights,  and  bene- 
fits of  the  business  organization.  Beduced  to  its  actual  es- 
sence, the  complaint  is  that,  although  the  complainant,  in 
becoming  a  member  of  the  association,  agreed  that  its  board 
of  managers,  for  any  infraction  of  the  established  rules  of 
business  ethics,  might,  in  its  discretion,  visit  upon  the  offend- 
ing member  a  fine,  to  be  enforced^  if  not  paid,  by  suspension 
and  expulsion,  with  a  further  disability  of  being  refused  by 
other  members  of  the  association  recognition  in  their  dealings 
as  live-stock  commission  men,  so  that,  so  far  as  they  are  con- 
cerned, he  would  be  proscribed  in  the  dealings  of  the  associa- 
tion,—it  then  complains  that,  by  reason  of  the  visitation 
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upon  it  of  the  penalty  of  these  regulations,  it  is  barred  the 
privileges  and  benefits  accruing  to  a  member  of  the  associa- 
tion. It  complains  that  it  is  practically  prevented  from  col- 
lecting its  commissions  on  live  stock  sold  at  the  stock  yards, 
which  are  secured  to  it  by  the  articles  of  association.  And 
among  the  grievances  complained  of  it  is  alleged  that  a  fine 
was  imposed  upon  it  by  the  board  of  directors  for  a  violation 
of  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  association,  and  that  an 
order  of  sus-  [7]  pension  was  made  and  published;  and  that 
among  its  regulations  is  one  providing  that  no  hogs  can  be 
sold  on  the  exchange  unless  the  same  have  been  ^^  docked,** — 
that  is,  an  estimate  made  by  the  inspectors  of  the  association 
designated  therefor  as  to  the  average  weight  of  the  hogs, — 
and  that  by  reason  of  the  refusal  of  the  managing  board  to 
have  hogs  consigned  to  it  for  sale  "docked"  it  is  unable 
to  make  sales  thereof  on  the  exchange;  whereby,  in  connec- 
tion with  other  efforts  of  the  board  to  visit  upon  it  the  pen- 
alty of  disbarment,  a  practical  "boycott**  is  put  in  force 
against  it  The  bill  then  alleges  that  so  much  of  the  by-laws 
as  authorizes  the  board  to  impose  such  fine,  to  suspend  and 
expel  the  complainant,  is  contrary  to  sound  public  policy, 
and  is  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  tends  to  give  the  other  mem- 
bers of  the  association  a  monopoly  of  such  business  at  the 
stock  yards  in  question,  and  that  this  complainant,  having 
notified  the  board  of  its  withdrawal  and  its  assent  to  such 
rules  and  regulations  when  it  became  a  member,  it  is  now 
entitled  to  have  the  same  nullified,  and  its  rights  as  a  member 
recognized  by  the  board.  It  thus  is  quite  apparent  that  the 
whole  predicate  of  the  action  has  its  root  in  the  contract  by 
which  complainant  became,  and  yet  claims  to  be,  entitled  to 
the  rights  of  a  member  of  this  association.  In  substantive 
effect  it  seeks  to  be  restored  to  all  the  rights,  privileges,  and 
benefits  of  a  membership  in  the  live-stock  exchange,  the  de- 
privation of  which  is  the  sole  gravamen  of  the  complaint. 
The  right,  for  instance,  to  Jiave  the  hogs  consigned  to  it  for 
sale  on  conmiission  "  docked,"  whereby  it  may  be  able  to  sell 
them  on  the  exchange,  is  wholly  dependent  upon  its  con- 
tractual relation  to  the  association.  There  is  no  claim  in  the 
bill  that  the  "  docking  "  regulation  is  vicious,  as  conflicting 
with  anv  public  policy  of  this  state  or  at  common  law. 
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Neither  does  the  complainant  complain  that  the  general  ar- 
ticles of  the  joint  association  to  which  it  subscribed  is  con- 
trary to  law,  or  that  the  limitations  in  the  articles  of  agree- 
ment and  by-laws  fixing  a  minimum  commission  at  which 
any  member  shall  sell  liye  stock  shipped  to  this  market,  and 
prohibiting  its  members  from  conducting  here  such  business 
^^  on  the  outside,"  are  in  restraint  of  trade,  ar  tend  to  create 
a  monopoly.  So  that  the  complainant  occupies  in  this  con- 
troversy the  anomalous  attitude  of  claiming  the  privileges 
and  benefits  attaching  to  and  ensuing  from  the  association, 
while  denouncing  as  illegal  and  inoperative  that  portion  of 
the  articles  designed  to  make  the  combination  effective  and 
obligatory  on  the  associates.  It  may  be  conceded  that  in  re- 
spect of  a  certain  character  of  contracts  they  may  be  good  in 
part  and  bad  in  part,  so  that  the  court  may  enforce  that 
which  is  valid  and  reject  that  which  is  vicious;  but  that  is 
not  this  case.  The  rights  of  the  complainant  being  bot- 
tomed on  its  having  become  a  member  of  the  association  by 
subscribing  to  its  articles  and  its  body  of  by-laws,  can  it, 
under  such  a  compact,  ask  a  court  of  equity  to  restore  it  to 
fellowship,  while  rejecting  a  part  of  the  creed  of  the  order? 
As  said  by  Chief  Justice  Coleridge  in  Steamship  Co.  v.  Mc- 
CfregoTj  21  Q.  B.  Div.  644:  ^^  It  is  a  bargain  which  persons 
in  the  position  of  the  defendants  here  have  a  right  to  make, 
and  those  [8]  who  are  parties  to  the  bargain  must  take  it  or 
leave  it  as  a  whole." 

So,  waiving  any  question  of  whether  or  not  certain  pro- 
visions of  the  articles  of  agreement  and  by-laws  are  contrary 
to  public  policy,  the  fact  remains  that,  had  the  complainant 
declined,  when  it  applied  for  admission  into  the  association, 
to  subscribe  to  and  accept  the  articles  and  by-laws  as  a  whole, 
it  would  not  have  been  admitted  to  membership.  In  such 
contingency,  it  would  hardly  need  the  citation  of  authorities 
to  command  the  assent  of  the  learned  counsel  representing 
this  complainant  to  the  proposition  that  no  court  would  issue 
a  mandatory  injunction  c(Hnpelling  the  admission  of  such  an 
applicant  to  membership,  for  the  palpable  reason  that  it  is 
entirely  a  matter  of  contract,  and  it  takes  two  parties  to  make 
a  contract;  and  courts  ought  never  to  undertake  to  make  a 
ccmtract  between  two  free,  responsible  persons.    It  does  seem 
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to  me  that  this  complainant  must  choose  to  be  either  in  or  out 
of  this  association.  It  cannot  be  half  in  and  half  out  If  a 
member,  and  the  contract  of  membership  be  what  is  some- 
times inaptly  termed  ^^  illegal,"  but  is  simply  one  in  contra- 
vention of  a  sound  public  policy,  as  said  by  Lord  Justice 
Bowen  in  Steamship  Co.  v.  McGregor^  23  Q.  B.  Div.  698, 619, 
it  is  one  which  the  courts  do  ^  not  prohibit  the  making  of," 
but  which  they  will  simply  "  not  enforce."  And  the  converse 
of  the  proposition  must -hold  good, — ^that,  if  he  be  outside  of 
such  an  association,  he  cannot  appeal  to  a  court  of  equity  to 
reinstate  him  after  expulsion;  nor  can  he  base  any  right  of 
action  on  the  alleged  illegal  character  of  part  of  the  articles 
of  association  of  the  exchange  or  its  by-laws  {American  Live- 
stock Commiseion  Go.  v.  Chicago  Live-Stock  Exchange^  148 
HL  210,  82  N.  E.  274) ,  so  long  as  he  insists  upon  the  rights  of 
a  member.  A  member  is  entitled  to  the  privileges  and  rights 
inhering  in  a  membership  so  long  only  as  he  keeps  his  part  of 
the  contract,  expressed  in  his  subscribing  to  the  articles  and 
by-laws  of  the  association.  1  Beach,  Priv.  Corp.  §§  19, 83, 84, 
809;  Boone,  Orp.  §333;  Supreme  Lodge  v.  WiUon^l^CC 
A.  264,  66  Fed.  788;  Hammeratein  v.  ParaoM^  88  Mo.  App. 
836,  837;  Warren  v.  Exchange^  52  Mo.  App.  167-167. 

It  is  a  general  rule  of  law,  applicable  to  such  voluntary 
associations,  that  a  member  must  either  submit  to  its  rules  or 
surrender  his  membership.  White  v.  BrowneU^  2  Daly,  329, 
337,  342,  360;  Id.,  3  Abb.  Prac  (N.  S.)  318;  Hyde  v.  Woods, 
2  Sawy.  665-659,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,976;  Lafond  v.  Deems^  81 
N.  Y.  507-514:  Weston  v.  Ives,  97  N.  Y.  222-228;  Lewis  v. 
Wilson,  121  N.  Y.  284-287,  24  N.  E.  474;  Belton  v.  Hatch, 
109  N.  Y.  698,  17  N.  E.  226;  24  Am.  Law  Rev.  638.  The 
member  has  his  option  to  retain  his  membership  by  comply- 
ing with  the  by-laws,  or  cease  to  be  a  member  by  refusing  a 
compliance.  Manufacturing  Co,  v.  Hollis  (Minn.)  66  N.  W. 
1119-1121 ;  Rorke  v.  Board  (Cal.)  33  Pac  881-^83. 

But,  without  undertaking  to  enter  upon  any  discussion  as 
to  the  legality  of  this  association,  and  its  right  to  continue  its 
organization  and  prosecute  its  business,  and  accepting  the 
averments  of  the  bill  that  the  relation  of  the  complainant  to 
the  association  rests  upon  a  mutual  contract  between  the  asso- 
ciates, my  conclusion  is  [9]  that  this  court  cannot  proceed 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


T7KITED  8TATBS  V.  ADDYST017  PIPB  A  BTSSOj  00.      681 
Oliiliiloixof  the  Oonrt 

to  judgment  in  this  action  for  the  want  of  jurisdiction  oyer 
all  the  necessary  parties  to  a  full  and  final  determination. 
Therefore  the  motion  to  dissolve  the  injuncti(»i  must  be  sus- 
tained.   Decree  accordingly. 


[712]    UNITED    STATES    v.    ADDYSTON    PIPE    ft 
STEEL  CO.  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court,  B.  D.  Tennessee,  S.  D.    February  6, 1807.) 
[78  Fed.,  712.] 

Anti-Tbust  Act— Intebstatb  Commkbce.— Ttie  act  of  congresB  of 
July  2,  1890,  commonly  known  as  the  "Anti-Trust  Act,"  does  not, 
and  could  not  constitutionally,  affect  any  monopoly  or  contract 
In  restraint  of  trade,  unless  it  interferes  directly  and  substantially 
with  Interstate  commerce,  or  commerce  with  foreign  national 

Same. — Where  several  corporations  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
cast-iron  pipe  formed  an  association  whereby  they  agreed  not  to 
compete  with  each  other  in  regard  to  work  done  or  pipe  furnished 
in  certain  states  and  territories,  and,  to  make  effectual  the  objects 
of  the  association,  agreed  to  charge  a  bonus  upon  all  work  done 
and  pipe  furnished  within  those  states  and  territories,  which  bonus 
was  to  be  added  to  the  real  market  price  of  the  pipe  sold  by  those 
companies,  this  combination  was  not  a  violation  of  the  anti-trast 
act,  as  it  affected  interstate  commerce  only  incidentally. 

Samk. — ^In  the  examination  of  such  a  contract,  fraud  and  illegality  are 
not  to  be  presu'ned,  but  must  be  proved,  as  In  all  other  cases. 

Same. — In  a  suit  such  as  this,  in  the  name  of  the  United  States, 
Jurisdiction  depends  alone  upon  the  act;  and  the  court  is  con- 
cerned with  no  case  between  private  persons  or  corporations,  where 
Jurisdiction  depends  on  other  conditions,  and  in  which  proceeding 
a  conmion-law  remedy  might  become  available. 

James  H.  Bible^  for  complainant. 

Brown  <&  Spurlock  and  W.  E.  Spears,  for  defendants. 

[718]  Clark,  District  Judge. 

This  suit  is  brought  on  behalf  of  and  in  the  name  of  the 
United  States  against  six  named  corporations.    The  state  of 

•  Reversed  by  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Circuit  (85  Fed.,  271). 
See  p.  T72.  Decree  modified  and  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (175 
U.  &,  211).    See  p.  1009. 

ft  Syllabus  copyrighted,  18d7,  by  West  Publishing  Ckx 
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creation  and  the  chief  place  of  business  of  the  several  defend- 
ants are  as  follows:  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Company,  Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio.  Dennis  Long  &  Co.,  Louisville,  Ky.  How- 
ard-Harrison Iron  Company,  Bessemer,  Ala.  Anniston 
Pipe  &  Foundry  Company,  Anniston,  Ala.  South  Pitts- 
burg Pipe  Works,  South  Pittsburg,  Tenn.  Chattanooga 
Pipe  &  Foundry  Works,  Chattanooga,  Tenn.  The  petition 
charges  that  the  defendants  are  practically  the  only  manu- 
facturers of  cast-iron  pipe  within  the  following  states  and 
territories:  Alabama,  Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  North 
Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Florida,  Georgia,  Idaho,  Kansas, 
Kentucky,  Louisiana,  Mississippi,  Missouri,  Montana,  Ne- 
braska, Indian  Territory,  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina, 
New  Mexico,  Minnesota,  Michigan,  Tennessee,  Texas,  Illinois, 
Wyoming,  Indiana,  Ohio,  Utah,  Washington,  Oregon,  Iowa, 
West  Virginia,  Nevada,  Oklahoma,  and  Wisconsin.  It  is 
further  charged  upon  information  that  the  defendants,  in  or- 
der to  monopolize  the  trade  in  cast-iron  pipe  in  the  above- 
named  states  and  territories,  entered  into  a  contract  or  associa- 
tion known  as  the  Associated  Pipe  Works ;  that  the  purpose  of 
the  association  was  to  destroy  all  competition  within  said  ter- 
ritory, and  to  force  the  public  to  pay  unreasonable  prices  for 
the  cast  iron  pipe  manufactured  and  sold  by  said  com- 
panies; that  for  such  purposes  each  company  selected  a 
representative;  and  that  these  representatives  constituted  an 
executive  conmiittee.  It  is  diarged  that  the  defendants,  by 
the  terms  of  said  association,  agreed  not  to  compete  with 
each  other  in  regard  to  work  done  or  pipe  furnished  in  the 
states  and  territories  above  named,  and,  to  make  effectual 
the  objects  of  the  association,  a  bonus  was  agreed  to  be 
charged  upon  all  work  done  and  pipe  furnished  within  said 
territory,  and  the  petitioner  charges  that  this  bonus  was  put 
upon  the  real  market  price  of  the  pipe  sold  by  these  com- 
panies, and,  to  that  extent,  increased  the  price  to  the  pur- 
chasing public;  that  the  amount  of  this  bonus  ranged  from 
$8  to  $9  per  ton ;  that  the  purpose  of  the  association  was  thus 
to  force  up  the  price  of  cast-iron  pipe  to  an  exorbitant  and 
unreasonable  extent.  It  does  appear  from  the  bill,  as  well  as 
the  answer  and  the  proof,  that  upon  what  may  be  called 
^^  stock  goods,"  regularly  sold,  there  is  a  fixed  bonus,  and  that 
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upon  goods  supplied  by  special  contract  the  bonus  is  deter- 
mined as  follows:  When  bids  are  advertised  for  by  any 
municipal  corporation,  water  company,  or  gas  company,  the 
executive  committee  determines  the  price  at  which  the  bid 
is  to  be  put  in  by  some  company  in  the  association,  and  the 
question  to  which  company  this  bid  shall  go  is  settled  by  the 
highest  bonus  which  any  one  of  the  companies,  as  among 
themselves,  will  agree  to  pay  or  bid  for  the  order.  When 
the  amount  is  thus  settled  the  company  to  whom  the  right 
to  bid  upon  the  work  is  assigned  sends  in  its  estimate  or  bid 
to  the  city  or  company  desiring  pipe,  and  the  amount  thus 
bid  is  "protected"  by  bids  from  such  of  the  other  mem- 
bers of  the  association  as  are  invited  to  bid,  and  by  the  bid- 
ding in  all  instances  being  slightly  above  the  one  put  in  by 
the  company  to  whom  the  contract  is  to  go.  There  are 
within  the  36  states  and  territories  what  are  called  "  reserved 
cities,"  by  which  it  is  [714]  agreed  that  particular  members 
of  the  association  shall  have  the  work  at  particular  cities, 
and  on  this  they  pay  the  regular  bonus,  just  as  on  stock 
goods  when  sold  otherwise  than  by  special  contract  obtained 
by  bidding.  It  appears,  too,  that  by  far  the  larger  part  of 
the  work  done  with  goods  furnished  by  these  companies  is 
under  special  contract  with  municipal  corporations  and  gas 
and  water  companies,  as  above  stated.  Practically,  all  the 
profitable  business  is  thus  done.  The  general  public,  so  far 
as  affected  by  the  business  at  all,  is  affected  mainly  through 
municipal  corporations.  All  of  the  states  of  the  United 
States  outside  of  the  states 'and  territories  above  named 
are  called  "free  territory,"  and  the  states  named  are  dis- 
tinguished as  "pay  territory."  Settlements  are  made  at 
stated  times  of  the  bonus  accoimt  debited  against  each  com- 
pany, where  these  largely  offset  each  other,  so  that  small 
sums  are  in  fact  paid  by  any  company  in  balancing  accountsL 
The  aggregate  annual  manufacturing  capacity  of  the  6 
companies  belonging  to  the  association  is  220,000  tons,  with  a 
daily  capacity  or  output  of  about  650  tons;  there  are  9  other 
companies  or  corporations  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  cast-iron  pipe  within  the  pay  territory,  witli  an  aggre- 
gate daily  capacity  of  about  835  tons,  though  most  of  these 
are  small  ocmcerns;  and  there  are  10  companies  or  corpora- 
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tions  engaged  in  the  same  business  located  within  the  free 
territory,  as  above  explained,  with  a  daily  capacity  or  output 
of,  say,  1,560  tons.  It  appears,  also,  that  members  of  the 
Associated  Pipe  Works,  while  they  do  not  compete  with  each 
other,  are  subjected  to  ccnnpetition  by  the  other  companies 
and  corporations,  both  within  and  widiout  the  pay  territory, 
though  just  to  what  extent  and  with  what  effect  this  c(Mnpe- 
tition  is  carried  on  does  not  clearly  appear.  It  does  appear, 
however,  sufficiently,  that  the  companies  within  the  associa- 
tion have  so  far  not  been  able  to  raise  or  maintain  prices  above 
what  is  reasonable,  compared  with  the  prices  at  which  similar 
goods  and  similar  work  may  be  obtained  fnmi  the  companies 
outside  of  the  association.  It  now  appears  that  all  ccMrpora- 
tions,  with  one  or  two  unimportant  exceptions,  which  have  let 
contracts  to  the  members  of  this  association,  are  satisfied  with 
the  prices,  and  make  affidavit  to  the  fact  that  they  are  reason- 
able, and  that  the  prices  furnished  are,  in  the  main,  consid- 
erably below  the  estimates  made  by  the  expert  engineers  of 
such  companies  prior  to  advertising  for  the  bids.  The  proof 
shows,  too,  that  the  defendant  companies  have,  at  least  in  cer- 
tain instances,  made  quotations  on  goods  to  be  delivered  in 
the  free  territory  below  corresponding  prices  within  the  pay 
territory.  It  is  said  by  the  defendants  that  this  is  explained 
by  reason  of  the  difference  in  the  cost  of  goods  manu&ctured 
under  contracts  obtained  by  bidding,  and  stock  goods  which 
are  sold  on  general  orders,  and  consisting  of  goods  which 
have  been  rejected  as  not  coming  up  to  the  specifications,  and 
goods  manufactured  during  the  winter  season  in  order  to 
keep  men  and  machinery  from  becoming  idle,  during  whidi 
permd  there  is  practically  no  demand  by  companies  which 
purdiase  goods  on  special  orders,  and  contract  by  bids. 

[716]  I  think  it  does  sufficiently  appear  that  the  average 
prices  obtained  by  this  association  since  its  formation  are 
above  what  was  obtained  before,  though,  as  above  stated,  the 
proof  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  ruling  prices  are  now 
above  what  is  reasonable,  as  determined  in  the  markets  and 
by  competition.  The  defendants,  in  their  answer,  deny  the 
purpose  attributed  to  the  association  by  the  plaintiff's  peti- 
tion. On  the  contrary,  they  say  and  set  up  that  prior  to  the 
asBodation  they  were  engaged  in  reckless  and  ruinous  c(xnpe- 
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titi(Hi  among  themselves,  as  a  result  of  which  their  business 
was  not  prosperous,  and  under  which  condition  of  things  it 
was  certain  that  some  or  all  of  them  would  fail  and  leave  the 
entire  field  to  such  as  might  be  able  to  survive.  It  is  set  up 
that  what  is  called  the  '^  bonus  "  does  not  affect  the  price  to  the 
purchaser  at  all,  But  that  the  association  determines  in  the 
first  place  what  the  market  price  should  be,  having  regard 
also  to  the  competition  to  which  it  is  likely  to  be  subjected 
by  other  companies  not  in  the  association,  and  that  the  price 
is  not  at  any  time  unreasonable,  and  that  the  bonus  is  merely 
a  mode  of  determining  as  between  themselves,  to  an  extent, 
who  shall  secure  the  work,  but  chiefly  to  make  it  certain  that 
each  company  does  its  fair  share  of  the  business,  by  making 
the  bonus  burdensome  to  such  companies  as  might  undertake 
to  do  more  than  their  reasonable  share  of  the  business  within 
the  territory  named.  It  is  further  said  that  under  the  asso- 
ciation the  business  has  been  fairly  divided  between  the  com- 
panies, and  that  they  have  been  enabled  to  keep  all  of  the 
plants  in  operation,  their  operatives  at  work,  and  the  machin- 
ery from  becoming  idle.  I  think  it  could  be  safely  stated 
that  in  some  instances  prices  have  been  above  what  was 
probably  fair  or  reasonable,  but  the  proof  fails  to  show  that 
the  average  prices  have  been  so.  The  leading  witness  for 
the  government  was  for  some  time  a  stenographer  in  the 
service  of  the  defendant  Chattanooga  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works, 
and  in  that  position  did  the  work  of  the  association,  became 
familiar  with  all  of  the  details  by  which  the  business  was 
conducted,  and,  after  giving  up  his  position,  made  known  to 
the  government's  law  officer  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  has 
persistently  and  industriously  corresponded  with  persons  who 
had  dealings  with  members  of  the  association,  and  has  done 
all  in  his  power  to  instigate  suits  by  purchasers  from  these 
companies  against  the  associated  companies,  and  has  offered 
to  become  a  witness  in  their  behalf  in  such  suits;  always 
making  the  condition  that  he  was  to  be  liberally  compen- 
sated, exacting  generally  a  very  large  per  cent  of  what  might 
be  recovered.  A  complete  exposure  of  all  the  business  de- 
tails of  these  companies  has  been  thus  made.  So  far,  he  has 
not  been  able  to  cause  any  suit  to  be  instituted.  But,  upon  the 
facts  laid  before  him,  the  district  attorney,  under  the  direc- 
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(ion  of  the  attorney  general,  instituted  the  present  soit^  It 
was  certainly  eminently  proper,  in  view  of  the  disclosures 
made  to  the  district  attorney,  that  suit  should  be  brought,  and 
an  investigaticm  had. 

This  suit  is  based  upon  the  act  of  July  2,  1890^  ^^  to  pro- 
tect trade  and  conmierce  against  unlawful  restraints  and 
monopolies,"  com-  [716]  monly  called  the  ^^ Anti-Trust  Act " 
(26  Stat  209,  c.  647;  Supp.  Bev.  St.  p.  762).  Such  of  the 
provisions  of  the  act  as  affect  the  matter  now  under  consider- 
ation are  as  follows: 

"Section  1.  fivery  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  oonsplraoy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal 
Brery  person  who  shall  make  any  soch  contract  or  engage  in  any  such 
combination  or  conspiracy*  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor. 

"  Sec.  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopolize 
or  combine  to  conspire  with  any  ottier  person  or  parsons,  to  monopo- 
lize any  part  of  the  trade  or  conmierce  among  several  states,  or  with 
foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor." 

**  Sec.  4.  The  several  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby 
invested  with  Jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  tills 
act" 

When  ihe  petition  was  filed,  a  restraining  order  was  al- 
lowed, and  the  case  is  now  heard  upon  the  application  for  a 
prelinunary  injunction.  The  discussion  on  this  motion 
has  taken  a  wide  range,  and  has  proceeded  upon  the  basis 
that  the  entire  case  has  been  practically  developed  as  much 
as  could  be  done  upon  full  preparation  and  a  final  hearing. 
The  record,  so  far  as  made  up,  consists  of  the  petition,  answer, 
affidavits,  and  exhibits  thereto.  A  demurrer  is  incorporated 
in  the  answer  of  the  defendants,  and  the  defense  rests  upon 
two  grounds:  (1)  That  the  association  is  not  one  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress,  to  enforce  which  alone 
this  suit  is  brought;  and  (2)  that  the  association,  in  its  pur- 
poses and  mode  of  doing  business,  does  not  constitute  a 
monopoly,  and  causes  no  restraint  of  trade,  such  as  would 
be  unlawful  at  the  conamon  law.  It  will  depend  upon  the 
solution  of  the  first  question  made  as  to  whether  or  not  it 
will  become  necessary  to  examine  the  second.  The  question 
whetiier  this  is  an  association  such  as  subjects  it  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  congress  is  one  of  some  difficulty.  This 
act,  like  what  is  known  as  the  "  Interstate  Commerce  Act,'* 
is  new  and  experimental  legislation  by  congress.    Tbe  dis- 
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cnssioii  which  attended  the  passage  of  the  act  by  congress, 
as  shown  by  the  records,  naakes  it  plain  that  the  ablest  and 
most  thoughtful  jurists  of  that  body  experienced  much  of 
the  same  difficulty  which  has  since  been  felt  by  the  courts 
in  the  attempt  to  enforce  the  act.  It  was  recognized  that 
congress  was  restrict^  in  anything  that  it  might  do  upon 
the  particular  subjects  named  in  the  act  to  a  very  narrow 
field;  that  the  constitutional  validity  of  the  legislation  was 
doubtful  as  a  whole.  Up  to  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  the 
interstate  commerce  law,  and  of  the  act  now  under  consider- 
ation, the  interstate  commerce  clause  of  the  constitution, 
under  which  legislation  of  this  character  is  justified,  has 
been  considered  by  the  courts  almost  entirely  with  relation 
to  state  legislation,  and  its  constitutional  validity.  Never- 
theless it  will  be  profitable  to  refer  briefly  to  the  doctrine 
announced  in  some  of  these  cases  before  making  any  more 
particular  reference  to  cases  in  which  this  act  has  been  con- 
sidered. It  has,  of  course,  been  recognized  from  the  begin- 
ning that  it  was  no  more  within  the  province  of  congress  to 
legislate  upon  domestic  commerce,  or  conmierce  wholly 
within  a  state,  than  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  a  state  to  legislate  upon  the  subject  of  interstate 
commerce  or  trade.  In  Naihan  v.  Louisiana^  8  How.  73,  a 
tax  was  [717]  imposed  on  every  money  or  exchange  broker, 
and  this  legislation  was  objected  to  upon  the  ground  that  the 
sole  business  of  the  defendant  in  that  case  was  the  buying 
and  selling  of  foreign  bills  of  exchange,  which  were  instru- 
ments of  commerce,  and  the  act  was  repugnant  to  the  consti- 
tutional power  of  congress  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign 
nations  and  among  the  several  states.  It  was  admitted  by 
the  court  that  foreign  bills  of  exchange  were  instruments  of 
commerce,  but  the  court  also  said,  in  effect,  that  the  products 
of  agriculture  or  manufacture  were  in  like  manner  instru- 
ments of  commerce.  Mr.  Justice  McLean,  giving  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said: 

"  He  i8  not  encaged  in  commerce,  but  in  supplying  an  instrnmoit  of 
commerce.  He  is  less  connected  with  it  than  the  shipbuilder,  without 
whose  labor  foreign  commerce  could  not  be  carried  on." 

The  court  further  pointed  out  that  domestic  bills  or  prom- 
issory notes  were  as  necessary  to  the  commerce  of  a  state  as 
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foreign  bills  were  to  the  coinmeroe  of  the  Union.    In  the 
State  Freight  Taw  Caaes^  15  Wall.  272,  the  court  ob-:erved: 

**  The  transportation  of  articles  of  trade  from  one  state  to  another 
was  the  prominent  idea  In  the  minds  of  the  framers  of  the  Gonstitn- 
tion,  when  to  congress  was  committed  the  power  to  regulate  commerce 
among  the  several  states.  A  power  to  prevent  embarrassing  restric- 
tions by  any  state  was  the  thing  desired." 

In  Railroad  Go.  v.  Richmond^  19  Wall.  584,  a  contract  had 
been  entered  into  between  the  Dubuque  &  Sioux  City  Kail- 
way  Company  and  the  Dubuque  Elevator  Company,  both 
created  corporations  by  the  laws  of  Iowa,  by  the  terms  of 
which  contract,  among  other  things,  the  elevator  company 
was  to  erect  an  elevator  on  land  leased  from  the  railroad 
company,  to  be  situated  at  Dubuque,  for  the  purpose  of 
receiving,  storing,  delivering,  and  handling  all  grain  that 
should  be  recei\^d  by  the  cars  of  the  railroad  company,  not 
otherwise  consigned,  and  to  receive  and  discharge  at  Du- 
buque, for  the  company,  all  "  through  grain  "  by  which  was 
meant  grain  transported,  by  the  terms  of  shipment,  through 
that  place  to  points  beyond,  at  a  certain  stated  price  per 
bushel.  The  railroad  company  stipulated  on  its  part  that 
it  would  not  erect  a  similar  building  for  receiving,  storing, 
or  delivering  grain  at  Dubuque,  and  would  not  lease  to  any 
others  the  right  to  erect  any  such  building;  that  the  elevator 
company  should  have  the  exclusive  right  to  handle  all 
through  grain  at  Dubuque  at  the  stipulated  price  per  bushel. 
The  railroad  company  having  leased  its  road  and  property 
to  the  Illinois  Central  Bailroad  Company,  the  latter  com- 
pany disregarded  the  contract;  and  suit  was  brought  in  the 
United  States  court  to  enforce  the  same  on  behalf  of  the 
elevator  company,  and  the  defense  was  that  the  contract  was 
repugnant  to  the  constitution,  as  violating  the  interstate 
commerce  clause.  This  defense  was  overruled,  and  decree 
entered  in  favor  of  the  elevator  company,  and  the  case  was 
taken  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States.  The  ruling 
of  the  lower  court  was  affirmed,  and  the  supreme  court,  in 
doing  so,  enunciated  again  the  controlling  rule  upon  this 
subject,  by  saying: 

"The  power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several  states  was 
vested  in  congress  in  order  to  secnre  equality  and  freedom  in  com- 
mercial iBtercourse  against  discriminating  state  leglslatloii.    It  was 
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never  intended  that  the  power  shonld  be  [718]  ezerdaed  00  as  to 
interfere  with  private  contracts  not  designed  at  the  time  they  were 
made  to  create  impediments  to  such  intercourse." 

In  Sherlock  y.  AUing^  93  U.  S.  100,  a  statute  of  the  state 
of  Indiana  was  drawn  in  question.  This  statute  contained 
provisions  designed  for  the  better  security  of  the  liye»of  the 
passengers  on  board  vessels  propelled  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
steam,  and  the  contention  was  that^  as  applied  to  marine  torts, 
the  act  was  invalid,  as  interfering  with  the  exclusive  regula- 
tion of  commerce  vested  in  congress.  Mr.  Justice  Field, 
discussing  this  point  and  referring  to  previous  decisions,  used 
the  following  language: 

"In  supposed  support  of  this  position,  numerous  decisions  of  this 
court  are  cited  by  counsel,  to  the  effect  that  the  states  cannot,  by  legis- 
lation, place  burdens  upon  commerce  with  foreign  nations,  or  among 
the  several  states.  The  decisions  go  to  that  extent,  and  their  sound- 
ness is  not  questioned.  But,  upon  an  examination  of  the  cases  in 
which  they  were  rendered,  it  will  be  found  that  the  legislation  ad- 
judged invalid  imposed  a  tax  upon  some  instrument  or  subject  of  com- 
merce, or  exacted  a  license  fee  from  parties  engaged  in  commercial 
pursuits,  or  created  an  impediment  to  the  free  navigation  of  some  public 
waters,  or  prescribed  conditions  in  accordance  with  which  commerce  in 
particular  articles,  as  between  particular  places,  was  required  to  be 
conducted.  In  aU  the  cases  the  legislation  condemned  operated  di- 
rectly upon  commerce,  either  by  way  of  tax  upon  its  business,  license 
upon  its  pursuit  in  particular  channels,  or  conditions  for  carrying  it 
on.  Thus,  in  the  Passenger  Cases,  7  How.  445,  the  laws  of  New  Tork 
and  Massachusetts  exacted  a  tax  from  the  captains  of  vessels  bringing 
passengers  from  foreign  ports,  for  every  passenger  landed.  In  the 
Wheeling  Bridge  Case,  13  How.  518,  the  statute  of  Virginia  authorized 
the  erection  of  a  bridge  which  was  held  to  obstruct  the  free  navigation 
of  the  river  Ohio.  In  the  case  of  Sinnot  ▼.  Davenport,  22  How.  227, 
the  statute  of  Alabama  required  the  owner  of  a  steamer  navigating  the 
waters  of  the  state  to  file,  before  the  boat  left  the  port  of  Mobile,  in 
the  ofBce  of  the  probate  judge  of  Mobile  county,  a  statement,  in  writing, 
setting  forth  the  name  of  the  vessel,  and  of  the  owner  or  owners,  and 
his  or  their  place  of  residence  and  interest  in  the  vessel,  and  prescribed 
penalties  for  neglecting  the  requlrem^it  It  thus  imposed  conditions 
for  carrying  on  the  coasting  trade  in  the  waters  of  the  state,  in  addi- 
tion to  those  prescribed  by  congress.  And  in  all  the  other  cases  where 
legislation  of  a  state  has  been  held  to  be  null  for  interfering  with  the 
commercial  power  of  congress,  as  in  Brown  v.  Maryland,  12  Wheat 
425,  State  Tonnage  Tax  Cases,  12  Wall.  204,  and  Welton  v.  Missouri, 
91  U.  8.  275,  the  legislation  created,  in  the  way  of  tax,  license,  or  con- 
dition, a  direct  burden  upon  commerce,  or  in  some  way  directly  inter- 
fered with  its  freedom." 

And  in  the  further  progress  of  the  opinion  the  court 
observed : 

**In  conferring  iq>on  congress  the  regulation  of  commerce,  it  was 
never  intended  to  cut  the  states  off  from  legislating  on  all  subjects 
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relating  to  the  health,  life,  and  safety  of  tlielr  cltissens,  though  the  legis- 
lation might  indirectly  affect  the  commerce  of  the  country.  Legisla- 
tion, in  a  great  variety  of  ways,  may  affect  oonmierce  and  persons  &ii- 
gaged  in  it  without  constituting  a  regulation  of  it,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  constitution.'* 

It  will  be  readily  seen  that  the  cases  recognize  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  subjects  of  commerce  and  conmierce  itself, 
as  well  as  between  the  instruments  and  aids  to  such  comm^:x;e, 
and  the  actual  business  of  commerce.  In  regard  to  state  legis- 
lation, it  has  been  declared  from  the  beginning  that,  to  render 
such  legislation  subject  to  constitutional  obje<;tion  under  the 
commerce  clause,  the  effect  of  the  legislation  upon  interstate 
commerce  must  be  direct,  and  not  incidental  or  indirect. 
This  general  statement  of  the  law  so  often  repeated  has  been 
illustrated  by  the  varying  facts  of  many  cases,  but  it  would 
extend  this  opinion  beyond  reasonable  limits  to  now  refer  to 
[719]  these.  It  has  often  been  observed  that  the  line  of 
demarkation  between  state  and  federal  jurisdiction  and  regu- 
lation is  a  delicate  one,  and  at  times  grows  dim  and  shadowy. 
In  considering  a  question  of  this  delicate  nature,  proper  and 
practical  distinctions  become  extremely  important  A  par- 
ticular business  must  be  distinguished  from  the  mere  subjects 
of  the  business,  and  from  mere  incidents  to  or  instruments  by 
which  the  business  is  carried  on.  It  is  hardly  conceivable 
that  any  large  industrial  or  manufacturing  establishment 
could  be  carried  on  without  shipping  products  from  one  state 
to  another,  and  such  would  certainly  be  the  course  of  busi- 
ness contemplated.  Nevertheless  the  business  of  such  an 
establishment  would  be  related  to  interstate  commerce  only 
incidentally  and  indirectly.  Commerce  would  not  be  the 
main  business,  nor  within  the  main  purpose  of  the  ordinary 
manufacturing  establishment.  Interstate  commerce  would 
be  altogether  an  incident.  There  is  no  direct  relation  between 
the  two.  It  is  probably  true  that  every  wholesale  establish- 
ment within  the  limits  of  the  larger  cities  is  engaged  in  such 
mode  of  business  as  that  it  is  known  that  the  business  can  be 
conducted  only  by  the  method  of  interstate  commerce  in  part 
Such  commerce  is,  however,  not  directly  affected,  and  least 
of  all  impeded  or  restricted.  If  every  private  enterprise 
which  is  carried  on  in  part  or  chiefly  by  interstate  shipments, 
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or  by  a  mode  of  business  which  makes  this  necessary,  is  to  be 
regarded  as  thereby  so  related  to  interstate  commerce  as  to 
come  within  the  regulating  power  of  congress,  it  is  obvious 
that  this  power  could  at  once  be  extended  to  almost  every 
form  of  business  in  the  country  which  is  conducted  on  any- 
thing like  an  extensive  scale.  So  liberal  an  interpretation 
as  this  would  obviously,  in  a  large  sense,  obliterate  the  lines 
between  federal  and  state  jurisdiction,  and,  as  an  act  of 
congress  is  paramount  in  authority,  would  strike  down  the 
autonomy  of  the  states.  The  doctrine  applicable  to  this 
subject  was  thoughtfully  and  fully  restated  by  Mr.  Justice 
Lamar  in  Kidd  v.  Pearson^  128  U.  S.  120,  9  Sup.  Ct.  10,  in 
language  as  follows: 

"  No  distinction  is  more  popular  to  the  common  mind,  or  more  clearly 
expressed  in  economic  and  political  literature,  than  that  between  man- 
ufacture and  commerce.  Manufacture  is  transformation, — ^tbe  fasblour 
ing  of  raw  materials  into  a  change  of  form,  for  use.  The  functions 
of  commerce  are  different  The  buying  and  selling,  and  the  transpor- 
tation incidental  thereto,  constitute  commerce,  and  the  regulation  of 
at  least  such  transportation.  If  it  be  held  that  the  term  Includes  the 
regulation  of  all  such  manufactures  as  are  Intended  to  be  the  subject 
of  commercial  transactions  in  the  future,  it  Is  Impossible  to  deny  that 
It  would  also  Include  all  productive  industries  that  contemplate  the 
same  thing.  The  result  would  be  that  congress  would  be  invested, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  states,  with  the  power  to  regulate,  not  only 
manufactures,  but  also  agriculture,  horticulture,  stock-raising,  do- 
mestic fisheries,  mining, — in  short,  every  branch  of  human  industry. 
For  Is  there  one  of  ttiem  that  does  not  contemplate,  more  or  less 
clearly,  an  interstate  or  foreign  market?  Does  not  the  wheat  grower 
of  the  Northwest,  or  the  cotton  planter  of  the  South,  plant,  cultivate, 
and  harvest  his  crop  with  an  eye  on  the  prices  at  Liverpool,  New 
Yoric,  and  Chicago?  The  power  being  vested  in  congress  and  denied 
to  the  states,  it  would  follow  as  an  inevitable  result  that  the  duty 
would  devolve  on  congress  to  regulate  all  of  these  delicate,  multi- 
form, and  vital  interests, — interests  which,  in  their  nature,  are  and 
must  be  local  in  all  the  details  of  their  successful  management  The 
demands  of  such  a  supervision  would  require,  not  uniform  legislation 
generally  applicable  throughout  the  United  States,  but  a  swarm  of 
statutes  only  locally  applicable,  and  utterly  inconsistent  Any  [790] 
movement  towards  the  establishment  of  rules  of  production  in  this 
vast  country,  with  Its  many  different  climates  and  opportunities, 
could  only  be  at  the  sacrifice  of  the  peculiar  advantages  of  a  large  part 
of  the  locaUties  in  it  If  not  of  every  one  of  them.  On  the  other  hand, 
any  movement  towards  the  local,  detailed,  and  incongruous  legislation 
required  by  such  Interpretation  would  be  about  the  widest  possible 
departure  from  the  declared  object  of  the  clause  in  question.  Nor 
this  alone.  Even  in  the  exercise  of  the  power  contended  for,  congress 
would  l>e  confined  to  the  regulation,  not  of  certain  branches  of  in- 
dustry, however  numerous,  but  to  tlM>se  instances  In  each  and  every 
branch  where  the  producer  contemplated  an  interstate  market    These 
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instances  woald  be  almost  infinite,  as  we  have  seen;  bat  still  there 
would  always  remain  the  possibility,  and  often  it  would  be  the  case, 
that  the  producer  contemplated  a  domestic  market  In  that  case  the 
supervisory  power  must  be  exercised  by  the  state,  and  the  intermina- 
ble trouble  would  be  presented,  that  whether  the  one  power  or  the 
other  should  exercise  the  authority  in  question  would  be  determined, 
not  by  any  general  or  intelligible  rule,  but  by  the  secret  and  change- 
able intention  of  the  producer  in  each  and  every  act  of  production.  A 
situation  more  paralyzing  to  the  state  governments,  and  more  pro- 
vocative of  conflicts  between  the  general  government  and  the  states, 
and  less  likely  to  have  been  what  the  framers  of  the  constitution 
intended,  it  would  be  diflflcult  to  imagine." 

The  distinction  before  referred  to  between  commerce  and 
the  subjects  of  commerce,  and  between  the  direct  and  indi- 
rect effect  of  the  business,  or  mode  of  doing  business,  upon 
interstate  commerce,  is  here  clearly  recognized  and  declared, 
as  was  also  done  in  Z7.  8.  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Oo.y  156  U.  S.  1, 16 
Sup.  Ct.  249,  in  which  the  opinion  in  Kidd  v.  Pearson  is 
expressly  referred  to,  and  the  ruling  reaflBrraed,  It  was  easy 
to  anticipate  that,  when  called  upon  to  enforce  the  provisions 
of  the  anti-trust  act,  the  interpretation  would  be  in  harmony 
with  the  construction  of  the  commerce  clause  which  had  been 
uniformly  given  in  considering  state  enactments  alleged  to 
infringe,  or  supposed  to  be  an  infringement  upon,  this  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution.  In  re  Greene,  52  Fed.  104r-119,  is 
the  first  case  in  which  the  act  in  question  was  extensively 
treated.  The  question  arose  upon  a  petition  for  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus.  The  defendants  and  others,  under  the  form 
of  what  was  called  the  Distilling  &  Cattle-Feeding  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  organized  mider  the  laws  of  Illinois,  had 
obtained  possession  and  authority  over  such  a  number  of 
distilleries  that  the  company  controlled  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  75  per  cent,  of  all  distillery  products  in  the  United 
States,  and  the  defendants  had  fixed  the  price  at  which  the 
purchasers  should  and  did  sell  the  products  of  the  distil- 
leries. Sales  were  made  to  agencies  established  in  Massa- 
chusetts and  other  places,  and  one  of  the  questions  con- 
sidered was  whether  this  was  a  combination  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  anti-trust  act,  under  which  the  defendant 
had  been  indicted,  and  Judge  Jackson  (afterwards  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Jackson)  ruled  that  it  was  not    Discussing  the  point  of 
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whether  the  whisky  trust  was  subject  to  the  act,  the  eminent 
judge  observed: 

**  It  is  certain  tbat  congress  could  not,  and  did  not  by  this  enact- 
ment, attempt  to  prescribe  limits  to  the  acquisition,  either  by  the 
private  citizens  or  state  corporation,  of  property  which  might  become 
tbe  subject  of  Interstate  commerce,  or  declare  that,  when  the  accu- 
mulation or  control  of  property  by  legitimate  means  and  lawful 
methods  reached  such  magnitude  or  proportions  as  enabled  the  owner 
or  owners  to  control  the  traffic  therein,  or  any  part  thereof,  among 
the  states,  a  criminal  offense  was  committed  by  such  owner  or  own- 
ers. All  persons,  indlyiduaily  or  in  corporate  organizations,  carrying 
on  business  avocations  and  enterprises  involving  the  purchase,  sale^ 
or  exchange  of  articles,  or  the  production  and  [Ttl]  manufacture  of 
eommodltles  which  form  the  subjects  of  conmierce,  will.  In  a  popular 
sense,  monopolize  both  state  and  interstate  traffic  In  such  articles  or 
commodities.  Just  in  proportion  as  the  owner's  business  Is  increased, 
enlarged,  and  developed.  But  the  magnitude  of  a  party's  buslneas, 
production,  or  manufacture,  with  tbe  incidental  and  Indirect  powers 
thereby  acquired,  and  with  tbe  purpose  of  regulating  prices  and  con- 
trolling Interstate  traffic  in  the  articles  or  commodities  forming  the 
subject  of  such  business,  production,  or  manufacture,  is  not  the  mo- 
nopoly, or  attempt  to  monopolize,  which  the  statute  condemns.'*  G2 
1M.11S. 

And,  speaking  somewhat  more  specifically,  it  was  further 

said: 

"  It  was  certainly  not  a  *  monopoly,'  in  tbe  legal  sense  of  the  term, 
for  the  nccused  or  the  distilling  and  cattle-feeding  company  to  own 
sevoity  distilleries  and  the  products  thereof,  whether  such  products 
amounted  to  the  whole  or  a  large  part  of  what  was  produced  In 
the  country.  Their  ownership  and  control  of  such  products,  as 
subjects  of  trade  and  conunerce,  is  not  what  tbe  statute  condemns, 
but  the  monopoly  or  attempt  to  monopolize  the  interstate  trade  or 
commerce  therein.  In  this  acquisition  and  operation  of  the  seventy 
distilleries,  which  enabled  the  accused  or  said  distilling  and  cattle- 
feeding  company  to  manufacture  and  control  the  sale  of  75  per  cent 
of  the  distillery  products  of  the  country,  it  does  not  appear,  nor 
is  it  alleged,  that  the  persons  from  whom  said  distilleries  were 
acquired  were  placed  under  any  restraint,  by  contract  or  otherwise, 
whidb  prevented  them  from  continuing  or  re-engaging  in  such  busi- 
ness. All  other  persons  who  chose  to  engage  therein  were  at  liberty 
to  do  so.  The  effort  to  control  the  production  and  manufacture  of 
distillery  products  by  the  enlargement  and  extension  of  business 
was  not  an  attempt  to  monopolize  trade  and  commerce  in  such 
products,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  may  therefore  be 
left  out  of  further  consideration.'' 

Much  of  the  discussion  in  the  opinion  is  devoted  to  show- 
ing that  the  trust  arrangement  there  considered  was  neither 
a  monopoly  nor  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  according 
to  the  common-law  sense,  which  it  was  held,  in  that  and 
subsequent  cases,  must  be  allowed  to  settle  the  question  of 
what  is  a  monopoly  or  contract  in  restraint  of  trade^  in  the 
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absence  of  any  definition  in  the  act  of  Congress.  In  the  pre^ 
vious  case  of  In  re  TerreU^  51  Fed.  215,  Judge  Lacombe 
liad  declared  that: 

"It  is  not  the  actual  restraint  of  trade  (if  snch  be  restraint  of 
trade)  that  is  made  Illegal  by  the  statute,  but  the  making  of  a  con- 
tract in  restraint  of  trade, — of  a  contract  which  restrains,  or  Is 
intended  to  restrain,  trade." 

The  statute  came  before  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  first  time  in  U.  S.  v.  E.  C.  Knigkt  Co.^  156 
U.  S.  1,  15  Sup.  Ct  249.  The  American  Sugar-Refining 
Company,  a  corporation  existing  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  New  Jersey,  being  in  control  of  a  large  majority  of  the 
manufactories  of  refined  sugar  in  the  United  States,  ac- 
quired, through  the  purchase  of  stock,  four  other  refineries 
in  Philadelphia,  and  thus  obtained  such  disposition  oyer 
these  refineries  throughout  the  United  States  as  gave  it  a 
practical  monopoly  of  the  business,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  result  of  the  transaction  was  the  creation  of  a  monopoly 
in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  a  necessary  of  life;  but  it 
was  nevertheless  distinctly  held  that  the  monopoly  was 
not  one  which  could  be  suppressed  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  congress  now  in  question,  and  that  the  business 
of  sugar  refining  in  Pennsylvania  bore  no  direct  relation  to 
commerce  between  the  states,  nor  with  foreign  nations.  And 
the  doctrine  upon  this  subject,  and  the  distinctions  before 
adverted  to,  which  pervade  all  of  the  previous  cases,  are 
again  declared  in  the  opinion  with  great  clearness.  Mr. 
Chief  Justice  Fuller,  speaking  for  the  court,  said: 

[722]  **  The  argument  is  that  the  power  to  control  the  manufacture 
of  refined  sugar  is  a  monopoly  over  a  necessary  of  lif^,  to  the  en- 
joyment of  which  by  a  large  part  of  the  population  of  the  United 
States  interstate  commerce  is  indispensable,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
general  government,  in  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce, may  repress  such  monopoly  directly,  and  set  aside  the  in- 
struments which  have  created  it  But  this  argument  cannot  be 
confined  to  necessaries  of  life  merely,  and  must  Include  all  articles 
of  general  consumption.  Doubtless  the  power  to  control  the  manu- 
facture of  a  given  thing  Involves,  in  a  certain  sense,  tlie  control  of 
its  disposition,  but  this  is  a  secondary,  and  not  the  primary,  sense; 
and,  although  the  exercise  of  that  power  may  result  in  bringing 
the  (^)eration  of  commerce  into  play,  it  does  not  control  it,  and 
affects  it  only  incidentally  and  indirectly.  Ck>mmerce  succeeds  to 
manufacture,  and  is  not  a  part  of  it  The  power  to  regulate  com- 
merce is  the  power  to  prescribe  the  rule  by  which  commerce  shall 
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be  goyemed,  and  is  a  power  ind^>endent  of  the  power  to  snpprefls 
monopoly.  But  it  may  operate  in  repression  of  monopoly  whenever 
that  comes  within  the  rules  by  which  commerce  is  governed,  or 
whenever  that  comes  within  the  rules  by  which  commerce  is  gov- 
erned, or  \^henever  the  transaction  is  itself  a  monopoly  of  com- 
merce. It  is  vital  that  the  independence  of  the  commercial  power 
and  of  the  police  power,  and  the  delimitation  between  them,  how- 
ever sometimes  perplexing,  should  always  be  recognized  and  ol>- 
served,  for,  while  the  one  furnishes  the  strongest  bond  or  union, 
the  other  is  essential  to  the  preservation  of  the  autonomy  of  the 
states,  as  required  by  our  dual  form  of  government ;  and  acknowledged 
evils,  however  grave  and  urgent  they  may  appear  to  be,  had  better 
be  borne,  than  the  risk  be  run,  in  the  efTort  to  suppress  them,  of 
more  serious  consequences,  by  resorts  to  expedients  of  even  doubtful 
constitutionally.  It  will  be  perceived  how  far-reaching  the  propo- 
sition is  that  the  power  of  dealing  with  a  monopoly  directly  may 
be  exercised  by  the  general  government  whenever  interstate  or 
international  commerce  may  be  ultimately  affected." 

After  referring  witii  approval  to  Gibbons  v.  Ogden^  9 
Wheat.  1,  210,  Brown  v.  Maryland^  and  other  previous  cases, 
the  opinion  was  concluded  by  saying: 

*'  It  was  in  tlie  light  of  well-settled  principles  that  the  act  of  July  2, 
1890,  was  framed.  Congress  did  not  attempt  thereby  to  assert  the 
powor  to  deal  with  monopoly  direct,  as  such ;  or  to  limit  and  restrict 
the  rights  of  corporations  created  by  the  states,  or  the  citizens  of 
the  states,  in  the  acquisition,  control,  or  disposition  of  property;  or 
to  regulate  or  prescribe  the  price  or  prices  at  which  such  property, 
or  the  products  thereof,  should  be  sold ;  or  to  make  criminal  the  acts 
of  persons  In  the  acquisition  and  control  of  property  which  the  states 
of  their  residence  or  creation  sanctioned  and  permitted*  Aside  from 
the  provisions  applicable  where  congress  might  exercise  municipal 
power,  what  the  law  struck  at  was  combinations,  contracts,  and  con- 
q)iracies  to  monopolize  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states, 
or  with  foreign  nations ;  but  the  contracts  and  acts  of  the  defendants 
related  exclusively  to  the  acquisition  of  the  Philadelphia  refineries, 
and  the  business  of  sugar  refining  in  Pennsylvania,  and  bore  no  direct 
relation  to  commerce  between  the  states  or  with  foreign  nations. 
The  subject-matter  of  the  sale  was  shares  of  manufacturing  stock,  and 
the  relief  sought  was  the  surrender  of  property  which  had  already 
passed,  and  the  suppression  of  the  alleged  monopoly  in  manufacture 
by  the  restoration  of  the  status  quo  before  the  transfers ;  yet  the  act 
of  congress  only  authorized  the  circuit  courts  to  proceed  by  way  of 
preventing  and  restraining  violations  of  the  act  In  respect  to  contracts, 
combinations,  or  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  interstate  or  international 
trade  or  commerce." 

It  is  a  doctrine  expressly  stated  and  clearly  implied  in 
these  cases  that  the  act  of  congress  does  not,  and  could  not 
constitutionally,  deal  directly  with  a  monopoly  or  a  contract 
in  restraint  of  trade,  as  such,  according  to  the  common-law 
definition  of  these  terms ;  and,  as  has  been  seen,  the  act  of 
congress  gives  no  definition  of  its  own.    To  do  so  would  be 
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dearly  to  treoA  upon  the  exdiisiFe  jmrisdictioD  of  fliest«l» 
Federal  aathority  exists  only  when  a  monopoly  or  a  cMitraci 
m  restraint  of  trade  assumes  sudi  fwrn  or  has  sach  effect  as 
to  go  beyond  any  cranmon-Iaw  conception  of  these  terms,  and 
interferes  di-  [728]  rectly  and  substantially  with  interstate 
commerce  or  commerce  with  foreign  nations;  and  this  it 
most  do  directly,  and  not  inddentaUy.    Now,  I  am  unable 
to  percdve,  in  the  light  of  these  cases,  that  the  act  of  con- 
gress can  be  regarded  as  applicable  to  the  assodation  under 
consideration.    It  cannot  be  suggested,  and  has  not  been,  that 
this  association  had  in  ocmtemplaticHi  as  <«ie  of  its  purposes 
the  subject  of  intersUte  commerce,  any  more  than  any  ordi- 
nary manu&cturing  establishment  would  have,  where  the 
products  of  such  manufactory  must  find  a  market  in  other 
states  as  well  as  in  domestic  markets.    It  seems  to  me  evident 
that  private  gain  was  the  object  of  the  assodation,  just  as 
was  observed  in  regard  to  the  sugar  trust  in  U,  S.  v.  £*.  C» 
Knight  Co.    Nor  does  the  mode  in  whidi  the  assodation 
ccmducts  its  business  have  any  direct  relation  to  interstate 
commerce,  so  far  as  I  can  see.    The  sugar  trust  was  con- 
fessedly a  monopoly,  in  the  common-law  sense,  and  in  a  com- 
modity of  prime  necessity.    And  the  extent  to  which  inter- 
state commerce  would  be  used  in  carrying  on  its  business 
would  be  in  magnitude  out  of  all  proportion  to  a  similar  use 
made  by  the  association  in  question. 

The  learned  district  attorney  has  leveled  most  of  his  criti- 
cism at  the  bonus  feature  of  the  association,  but  it  has  not 
been  pointed  out,  and,  I  think,  cannot  be,  how  the  manner  of 
using  the  bonus  operates  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce. 
The  object  of  the  bonus  and  of  the  association  really  is  not  to 
prevent  all  members  of  the  association  from  furnishing  and 
shipping  their  manufactured  products,  but  to   determine 
among  themselves  which  one  of  Ihem  shall  do  so,  and  it  is 
really  contemplated  that  some  one  will  do  so.    There  is  cer- 
tainly no  restraint  in  this,  as  the  supply  in  such  case  is  regu- 
lated by  the  demand,  so  far  as  shipment  is  concerned.     It  has 
not  been  argued  that  the  fact  that  certain  cities  are  reserved 
to  a  particular  company  would  bring  the  assodation  within 
the  provisions  of  the  act    It  is  true  that  generally  one  of  the 
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reserved  cities  is  that  in  which  the  company  has  its  chief 
place  of  business.  For  example,  the  Chattanooga  Foundry 
&  Pipe  Works  is  allowed,  imder  the  arrangement,  to  supply 
the  cities  of  Chattanooga  and  New  Orleans.  If  it  be  argued 
that  this  prevents  companies  in  other  states  from  shipping 
goods  to  Chattanooga,  it  would  be  merely  to  follow  a  theory 
having  no  practical  bearing  on  the  case,  because,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  an  association,  the  entire  freight  charges  being  in 
favor  of  the  local  company,  and  the  disposition  to  patronize 
a  local  concern  being  in  its  favor,  it  would  easily  furnish  the 
supplies. 

It  remains  to  remark,  as  should  have  been  done  before,  that 
upon  the  bill  and  answer,  where  the  contract  of  the  associa- 
tion is  admitted  in  the  answer,  as  is  ^drtually  done  here,  but 
the  allegations  tending  to  show  its  sinister  purpose,  tenden- 
cies, and  effects,  contained  in  the  bill,  are  denied  by  the 
answer,  and  averments  are  made  in  the  answer  tending  to 
show  a  just  and  equitable  purpose  and  effect,  the  averments 
in  such  answer  upon  this  application  stand  admitted,  and 
the  contract  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  for  the 
purposes. honestly  as  stated  in  the  answer,  unless  the  pro- 
visions of  the  agreement  and  the  mode  of  doing  business 
clearly  show  the  contrary.  In  examination  of  such  a  con- 
tract, fraud  and  illegality  are  not  to  be  presumed,  but 
[724]  must  be  proved  as  in  all  other  cases.  U.  S.  v.  Trans- 
Missouri  Freight  Ass%  7  C.  C.  A.  15,  68  Fed.  68.  It  may  bo 
further  observed,  to  prevent  misconstruction*,  that  in  a  suit 
such  as  this,  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  jurisdiction 
depends  alone  upon  the  act  giving  jurisdiction  to  enforce  its 
provisions,  and  the  court  is  concerned  with  no  case  between 
private  persons  or  corporations,  where  jurisdiction  depends 
on  other  conditions,  and  in  whidi  proceeding  a  conmion-law 
remedy  might  become  available.  Having  reached  the  con- 
clusion that  the-  defendant  association  is  not  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  congress,  according  to  the  ruling  in 
Re  Greene  and  in  U.  S.  v.  E.  0.  Knight  Go.^  I  do  not  feel 
caUed  upon  to  dispose  of  the  other  issues  made  in  this  case, 
and  the  bill  is  therefore  dismissed. 
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Syllabus. 

[290]    UNITED    STATES  v.  TRANS-MISSOUBI 
FREIGHT  ASSOCIATION.* 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  GIRCtriT  COURT  OF  APFBALB  FOE  THE  EIGHTH 

CIRCUIT. 

No.  67.     Argued  December  8,  9,  1896. — Decided  March  22,  1897. 

[166  U.  S..  290.] 

The  dissolution  of  the  freight  association  does  not  prevent  this  court 
from  taking  cognizance  of  the  appeal  and  deciding  the  case  on  Its 
merits;  as,  where  parties  have  entered  Into  an  illegal  agreement 
and  are  acting  under  it,  and  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  at  law, 
and  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court  has  attached  by  the  filing  of  a  bill 
to  restrain  such  or  like  action  under  a  similar  agreement,  and  a 
trial  has  been  had  and  judgment  entered,  the  appellate  jurisdiction 
of  this  court  is  not  ousted  by  a  simple  dissolution  of  the  associa- 
tion, effected  subsequently  to  the  entry  of  Judgment  in  the  solt.^ 

While  the  statutory  amount  must  as  a  matter  of  fact  be  in  contro- 
versy, yet  the  fact  that  it  is  so  need  not  appear  in  the  bill,  but  may 
be  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 

The  provisions  respecting  contracts,  combinations  and  consplradeB  In 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States  or  with 
foreign  countries,  contained  in  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  a  647,  *'tD 
protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monop- 
olies," apply  to  and  cover  common  carriers  by  railroad ;  and  a  con- 
tract between  them  in  restraint  of  such  trade  or  commerce  Is  pro- 
hibited, even  though  the  contract  is  entered  into  between  compet- 
ing railroads,  only  for  the  purpose  of  thereby  affecting  traffic  rates 
for  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property. 

The  act  of  February  4,  1887,  C.-104,  "to  regulate  commerce,"  Is  not 
Incon-  [291]  sistent  with  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  as  Jt  does  not  con- 
fer upon  competing  railroad  companies  power  to  enter  Into  a  con- 
tract in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce,  like  the  one  which  forms 
the  subject  of  this  suit 

Debates  in  Congress  are  not  appropriate  sources  of  information,  from 
which  to  discover  the  meaning  of  the  language  of  a  statute  passed 
by  that  body. 

a  Bill  asking  the  dissolution  of  the  association  and  for  an  Injunction 
to  restrain  the  several  companies  from  carrying  into  effect  the  agree- 
ment was  dismissed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  Kansas  (53  Fed.,  440).  See  p.  8a  The  decree  was 
affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Eiglith  Circuit  (68  Fed.,  58). 
See  p.  186.  Reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  present  case  (106 
U.  S..  290). 

»  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1897,  by  Banks  &  Bro& 
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StateoMut  of  the  Case. 

The  prohibitory  proTlsions  of  the  said  act  of  July  2, 1800^  apply  to  all 
contracts  in  reetraint  ef  Interstate  or  foreign  trade  or  commerce 
without  exception  or  limitation;  and  are  not  confined  to  those  in 
which  the  restraint  is  unreasonable. 

In  order  to  maintain  this  suit  the  goyemment  is  not  obliged  to  show 
that  the  agreement  in  question  was  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of 
restraining  trade  or  oonmierce,  if  such  restraint  is  its  necessary 
effect. 

This  agreement,  though  legal  when  made,  became  illegal  on  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  and  acts  done  under  it  after  that 
statute  became  operative  were  done  in  violation  of  it 

The  fourth  section  of  the  act  invests  the  Qovemment  with  full  power 
and  authority  to  bring  such  a  suit  as  this ;  and,  if  the  facts  alleged 
are  proved,  an  injunction  should  Issue. 

On  the  2d  of  July,  1890,  an  act  was  passed  by  the  Con* 
gress  of  the  United  States,  eiftitled  "An  act  to  protect  trade 
and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies.'^ 
26  Stat  209,  c.  647.    This  act  is  given  in  full  in  the  margin."* 

•  An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints 
and  monopolies. 

Be  in  enacted  l)y  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

Saa  1.  Bvery  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  other- 
wise, or  conspiracy,  In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral States,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal. 
BSvery  person  who  shall  malce  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any 
such  combination  or  conspiracy,  shaU  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  ex- 
ceeding five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  Imprisonment  not  exceeding  one 
year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

Seo.  2.  Bvery  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize, or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to 
monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  ex- 
ceeding five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one 
year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 

SEa  8.  Bvery  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  other- 
wise or  conspiracy,  In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  in  any  Terri- 
tory of  the  United  States  or  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  between  any  such  Territory  and  an- 
other, or  between  any  such  Territory  or  Territories  and  any  State  or 
States  or  the  District  of  Ck>lumbla,  or  with  foreign  nations,  or  be- 
tween the  District  of  Ck>]umbla  and  any  State  or  States  or  foreign 
nations,  is  hereby  declared  iUegaL  Bvery  person  who  shall  make  any 
such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such  combination  or  cKnmgliracy,  shall  * 
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[292]  On  the  15th  day  of  March,  1889,  all  but  three  of 
the  defendants,  the  railway  companies  named  in  the  bill, 

be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  eonriction  theseof,  aball 
be  pnnisbed  by  fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  im- 
prisonment not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in 
the  discretion  of  the  court 

SEa  4.  The  several  Circuit  Ck>urts  of  the  United  States  are  hoeby 
invested  with  jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  this 
act;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the 
United  States,  in  their  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Attorney  General,  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and 
restrain  such  violations.  Such  proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  peti- 
tion setting  forth  the  case  and  praying  that  such  violation  shaU  be 
mjoined  or  otherwise  prohibited.  When  the  parties  complained  of 
^lall  have  been  duly  notified  of  such  petition  the  court  sliall  proceed, 
as  soon  as  may  l)e,  to  the  hearing  and  determination  of  the  case ;  and 
pending  such  petition  and  before  final  decree,  the  court  may  at 
any  time  make  such  temporary  restraining  order  or  prohibition  as 
shall  be  deemed  Just  in  the  premises. 

Ssa  6.  Whenever  it  shall  appear  to  the  court  before  which  any 
proceeding  under  section  four  of  this  act  may  be  pending,  that  the 
Olds  of  Justice  require  that  other  parties  should  be  brought  before 
the  court,  the  court  may  cause  them  to  be  summoned,  whether  they 
reside  in  the  district  in  which  the  court  is  held  or  not;  and  sub- 
pcenas  to  that  end  may  be  served  in  any  district  by  the  marshal 
thereof. 

Soa  6.  Any  property  owned  under  any  contract  or  by  any  combina- 
tion, or  pursuant  to  any  conspiracy  (and  being  the  subject  thereof) 
mentioned  in  section  one  of  this  act,  and  being  in  the  course  of  trans- 
portation from  one  State  to  another,  or  to  a  foreign  country,  shall 
be  forfeited  to  the  United  States,  and  may  be  seized  and  condemned 
by  like  proceedings  as  those  provided  by  law  for  the  forfeiture,  seis- 
nre  and  condemnation  of  property  imported  into  the  United  States 
contrary  to  law. 

Sko.  7.  Any  person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property 
by  any  other  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden 
or  declared  to  be  unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  therefor  in  any  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant  re- 
sides or  is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  an^ 
shall  recover  threefold  the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the  costs 
of  suit,  including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee. 

Sbo.  8.  That  the  word  "person/'  or  "persons,"  wherever  used  in 
this  act  shall  be  deemed  to  include  corporations  and  associationa  ex- 
isting under  or  authorised  by  the  laws  of  ^ther  the  United  States,  the 
laws  of  any  of  the  Territories^  the  laws  of  aAy  Stat^  or  the  laws 
of  any  foreign  country. 

Approved,  July  2,  1880. 
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made  and  entered  into  an  agreement  by  which  they  formed 
themselves  into  an  association  to  be  known  as  the  ^^  Trans- 
Missouri  Freight  Association,''  and  they  agreed  to  be  gov- 
erned by  the  provisions  contained  in  the  articles  of  agree- 
ment. 

The  memorandum  of  agreement  entered  into  between  the 
railway  companies  named  therein,  stated,  among  oth^ 
things,  as  follows :  "  For  the  purpose  of  mutual  protection 
by  establishing  and  maintaining  reasonable  rates,  rules  and 
regulations  on  all  freight  traffic,  both  through  and  local,  the 
subscribers  do  hereby  form  an  association  to  be  known  as 
the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association,  and  agree  to  be 
governed  by  the  following  provisions.'' 

"Abtiolk  I. 

''The  trafllc  to  be  Included  in  the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Associa- 
tion sliaU  be  as  follows : 

£aW]  "  1.  All  trafDc  competitive  between  any  two  or  more  members 
hereof,  passing  bttween  points  in  the  following  described  territory: 
Commencing  at  the  Qulf  of  Mexico,  on  the  d5th  meridian,  thence 
north  to  the  Red  River ;  thence  via  that  river  to  the  eastern  boundary 
line  of  the  Indian  Territory;  thence  nortii  by  said  boundary  line 
and  the  east^n  line  of  the  State  of  Kansas  to  the  Missouri  River 
at  Kansas  City;  thence  via  the  said  Missouri  River  to  the  point 
of  intersection  of  that  river  with  the  eastern  boundary  of  Montana; 
thence  via  the  said  eastern  boundary  line  to  the  international  line, — 
the  foregoing  to  be  known  as  the  'Missouri  River  line,' — ^thence  via 
said  international  line  to  the  Pacific  coast;  thence  via  the  Pacific 
coast  to  the  international  line  between  the  United  States  and  Mex- 
ico; thence  via  said  international  line  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  and 
thence  via  said  gulf  to  the  point  of  beginning,  including  business 
between  points  on  the  l)oundary  line  as  described. 
[894]  "2.  All  freight  traffic  originating  within  the  territory  as 
defined  In  the  first  section  when  destined  to  points  east  of  the 
aforesaid  Missouri  River  line." 

Certain  exceptions  to  the  above  article  are  then  stated  as 
to  the  particular  business  of  several  railway  companies, 
which  was  to  be  regarded  as  outside  and  beyond  the  provi- 
si(ms  of  the  agreement 

Article  II  provided  for  the  election  of  a  chairman  of  the 
organization  and  for  meetings  at  Kansas  City,  or  otherwise, 
as  might  be  provided  for.  By  section  2  of  that  article  each 
road  was  to  ^'  designate  to  the  chairman  one  person  who  shall 
be  held  personally  responsible  for  rates  on  that  road.  Such 
person  ^all  be  present  at  all  regular  meetings,  when  pos- 
sible, and  shall  represent  his  road,  unless  a  superior  officer  is 
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present  If  unable  to  attend  he  shall  send  a  substitate  with 
written  authority  to  act  up<m  all  questions  which  may  arise, 
and  the  vote  of  such  substitute  shall  be  binding  upon  the  com- 
pany he  represents." 

Section  3  provides  that:  ^^A  committee  shall  be  appointed 
to  establish  rates,  rules  and  regulations  on  the  traffic  subject 
to  this  associaticm,  and  to  consider  changes  therein,  and 
make  rules  for  meeting  the  competition  of  outside  lines. 
Their  conclusions,  when  unanimous,  shall  be  made  effective 
when  they  so  order,  but  if  they  differ  the  question  at  issue 
shall  be  referred  to  the  managers  of  the  lines  parties  hereto; 
and  if  they  disagree  it  shall  be  arbitrated  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided in  article  VII." 

By  section  4  it  was  provided  that:  "At  least  five  days* 
written  notice  prior  to  each  monthly  meeting  shall  be  given 
the  chairman  of  any  proposed  reduction  in  rates  or  change  in 
any  rule  or  regulation  governing  freight  traffic;  eight  days 
in  so  far  as  applicable  to  the  traffic  of  Colorado  or  Utah.'' 

Sections  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10  and  11  of  article  II  read  as 
follows: 

Ssa  5.  At  each  monthly  meeting  the  association  shall  consider  and 
vote  upon  all  changes  proposed,  of  which  dne  notice  has  been  given, 
and  all  parties  shall  be  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  association,  as 
expressed,  unless  then  and  there  [295]  the  parties  shall  give  the  asso- 
ciation definite  written  notice  that,  in  ten  days  thereafter,  they  shall 
make  such  modification  notwithstanding  the  vote  of  the  association: 
Provided,  That  if  the  member  giving  notice  of  change  shall  fail  to  be 
represented  at  the  meeting,  no  action  shall  l>e  taken  on  its  notice,  and 
the  same  shall  be  considered  withdrawn.  Should  any  member  insist 
upon  a  reduction  of  rate  against  the  views  of  the  majority,  or  If  the 
majority  favor  the  same,  and  if,  in  the  Judgment  of  such  majority,  the 
rate  so  made  affects  seriously  the  rates  upon  other  traffic,  then  the 
association  may,  by  a  majority  vote,  upon  such  other  traffic  put  into 
effect  corresponding  rates  to  take  effect  on  the  same  day.  By  unani- 
mous consent,  any  rate,  rule  or  regulation  relating  to  freight  traffic 
may  be  modified  at  any  meeting  of  the  asaociation  without  previous 
notice. 

**  Seo.  a  Notwithstanding  anything  hi  this  article  contahied,  each 
member  may,  at  its  peril,  make  at  any  time,  without  previous  notice, 
such  rate,  rule  or  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  meet  the  com- 
petition of  Ihies  not  members  of  the  association,  giving  at  the  same 
time  notice  to  the  chairman  of  its  action  in  the  premises.  If  the  chair- 
man, upon  investigation,  shall  decide  that  such  rate  is  not  necessary  to 
meet  the  direct  competition  of  lines  not  members  of  the  association, 
and  shall  so  notify  the  road  making  the  rate,  it  shall  immediately 
withdraw  such  rate.  At  the  next  meeting  of  the  association  held  after 
the  making  of  such  rate,  it  shall  be  reported  to  the  association,  and  if 
the  association  shall  decide  by  a  two-thirds  vote  that  such  rate  was  . 
not  made  in  good  faith  to  meet  such  competition,  the  member  offending 
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shall  be  subject  to  the  penalty  provided  In  section  8  of  this  article. 
If  the  association  shall  decide  by  a  two-thirds  vote  that  such  rate  was 
made  in  good  faith  to  meet  such  ccnnpetltion,  it  shall  be  considered 
as  authority  for  the  rate  so  made. 

"  SEa  7.  All  arrangements  with  connecting  lines  for  the  diyision  of 
through  rates  relating  to  traffic  covered  by  this  agrement  shall  be 
made  by  authority  of  the  association :  Providedf  however.  That  whoi 
one  road  has  a  proprietary  Interest  in  another,  the  divisions  between 
such  roads  shall  be  [296]  what  they  may  elect,  and  shall  not  be  the 
property  of  the  association :  Provided,  further^  That,  as  regards  traffic 
contracts  at  this  date  actually  existing  between  lines  not  having  com- 
mon proprietary  interests,  the  same  shall  be  reported,  so  far  as  divi- 
sions are  concerned,  to  the  association,  to  the  end  that  divisions  with 
competing  lines  may,  if  thought  advisable  by  them,  be  made  on 
equally  favorable  terms. 

"  Sio.  8.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  chairman  to  investigate  all  ap- 
parent violations  of  the  agreement,  and  to  report  his  findings  to  the 
managers,  who  shall  determine,  by  a  majority  vote  (the  member 
against  whom  complaint  Is  made  to  have  no  vote),  what,  if  any,  pen- 
alty shall  l>e  assessed,  the  amount  of  each  fine  not  to  exceed  one  hun- 
dred dollars,  to  be  paid  to  the  association.  If  any  line  party  hereto 
agrees  with  a  shipper,  or  any  one  else,  to  secure  a  reduction  or  change 
in  rates,  or  change  In  the  rules  and  regulations,  and  it  Is  shown  upon 
investigation  by  the  chairman  that  such  an  arrangement  was  effected, 
the  traffic  thereby  secured,  such  action  shall  be  reported  to  the  man- 
agers, who  shall  determine,  as  above  provided,  what.  If  any,  penalty 
shall  be  assessed. 

"  Sbc.  9.  When  a  penalty  shall  have  been  declared  against  any  mem- 
ber of  this  association,  the  chairman  shall  notify  the  managing  officer 
of  said  company  that  such  fine  has  been  assessed,  and  that  within  ten 
days  thereafter  he  will  draw  for  the  amount  of  the  fine;  and  the  draft, 
when  presented,  shall  be  honored  by  the  company  thus  assessed. 

"  Sec.  10.  All  fines  collected  to  be  used  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
association,  the  offending  party  not  to  be  benefited  by  the  amounts  ft 
may  pay  as  fines. 

"  Sec.  11.  Any  member  not  present  or  fully  represented  at  roll  call 
of  general  or  special  meetings  of  the  freight  association,  of  which  due 
and  proper  notice  has  been  given,  shall  be  fined  one  dollar,  to  be  as- 
sessed against  his  company,  unless  he  shall  have  previously  filed  with 
the  chairman  notice  of  Inability  to  be  present  or  represented." 

Articles  3,  5,  6  and  7  contain  appropriate  provisions  for  the  carrying 
out  of  the  purposes  of  the  agreement,  but  It  Is  not  necessary  to  here 
set  them  forth  in  detail. 

[297]  Article  IV  reads  as  follows: 
"Abtiolb  IV. 

"Any  wilful  underbllllng  ta  weights,  or  billing  of  freight  at  wrong 
classification,  shall  be  considered  a  violation  of  this  agreement;  and 
the  rules  and  regulations  of  any  weighing  association  or  Inspection 
bureau,  as  established  by  It  or  as  enforced  by  Its  officers  and  agents, 
shall  be  considered  binding  under  the  provisions  of  this  agreement, 
and  any  wilful  violation  of  them  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalties  pro- 
vided herein." 

Article  VIII  provides  that  the  agreement  should  take  effect 
April  1,  1889,  subject  thereafter  to  thirty  days'  notice  of  a 
desire  on  the  part  of  any  line  to  withdraw  from  the  same. 
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On  the  6th  of  January,  1892,  the  United  States,  as  com- 
plainant, filed  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  f (ht 
the  District  of  Kansas,  through  the  United  States  attorney 
for  that  district,  and  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States,  its  bill  of  complaint  against 
the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association,  named  in  tiie  agree- 
ment above  mentioned,  the  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  F6 
Bailroad  Company,  and  some  seventeen  other  railroad  com- 
panies, the  officers  of  which  had,  it  was  alleged,  signed  the 
agreement  above  mentioned  in  behalf  of  and  for  their  respec- 
tive companies.  The  bill  was  filed  by  the  €rovemment  for 
the  purpose  of  having  the  agreement  between  the  defendant 
railroad  companies  set  aside  and  declared  illegal  and  void, 
and  to  have  the  association  dissolved. 

It  alleged  that  the  defendant  railroad  corporations,  signing 
the  agreement,  were  at  that  time  and  ever  since  had  been 
common  carriers  of  all  classes  and  kinds  of  freight  and  com- 
modities which  were  commonly  moved,  carried  and  trans- 
ported by  railroad  companies  in  their  freight  traffic,  and  at 
all  such  times  had  been,  and  then  were,  continuously  engaged 
in  transporting  freight  and  commodities  in  the  commerce, 
trade  and  traffic  which  is  continuously  carried  on  among  and 
between  the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  and  among 
[398]  and  between  the  several  States  and  Territories  of  the 
United  States,  and  between  the  people  residing  in,  and  all 
persons  engaged  in  trade  and  commerce  within  and  among 
and  between,  the  States,  Territories  and  countries  aforesaid; 
that  each  of  the  defendants  was,  prior  to  the  15th  day  of 
March,  1889,  the  owner  and  in  the  control  of,  and  that  they 
were  respectively  operating  and  using,  distinct  and  separate 
lines  of  railroad,  fitted  up  for  carrying  on  business  as  such 
carriers  in  the  freight  traffic  above  mentioned,  independently 
and  disconnectedly  with  each  other,  and  that  said  lines  of 
railroad  had  been  and  then  were  the  only  lines  of  transporta- 
tion and  communication  engaged  in  the  freight  traffic  be- 
tween and  among  the  States  and  Territories  of  the  United 
States  having  through  lines  for  said  freight  traffic  in  all  that 
region  of  country  lying  to  the  westward  of  the  Mississippi 
and  Missouri  rivers  and  east  of  the  Pacific  Ocean ;  that  these 
lines  of  railroad  furnish  to  the  public  and  to  persons  engaged 
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in  trade  and  traffic  and  commerce  between  the  several  States 
and  Territories  and  countries  above  mentioned  separate,  dis- 
tinct and  competitive  lines  of  transportation  and  conmiunica- 
tion  extending  along  and  between  the  States  and  Territories 
of  the  United  States  lying  westward  of  the  Mississippi  and 
Missouri  rivers  to  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and  that  the  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  of  said  several  separate,  distinct  and 
competitive  lines  of  railroad  aforesaid  had  been  encouraged 
and  assisted  by  the  United  States  and  by  the  States  and  Ter-  , 
ritories  in  the  region  of  country  aforesaid,  and  by  the  people 
of  the  said  several  States  and  Territories,  by  franchises  and 
by  grants  and  donations  of  large  amounts  of  land  of  great 
value,  and  of  money  and  securities,  for  the  purpose  of  secur- 
ing to  the  public  and  to  the  people  engaged  in  trade  and  com- 
merce throughout  the  region  of  country  aforesaid  competitive 
lines  of  transportation  and  communication,  and  that  prior  to 
the  15th  day  of  March,  1889,  and  subsequently  and  up  to  the 
present  time,  each  and  all  of  said  defendants  have  been  and 
are  engaged  as  common  carriers  in  the  railway  freight  traffic 
connected  with  the  interstate  commerce  of  the  United  States. 
It  was  then  alleged  in  the  bill  as  follows: 

[999]  ''And  your  orator  farther  avers  that  on  or  about  the  fifteenth 
day  of  March,  1889,  the  defendants  not  being  content  with  the  usual 
rates  and  prices  for  which  they  and  others  were  accustomed  to  move, 
carry  and  transport  property,  freight  and  commodities  in  the  trade 
and  commerce  aforesaid  and  in  their  said  business  and  occupation,  but 
contrlylng  and  Intending  unjustly  and  oppressively  to  Increase  and 
augment  the  aaid  rates  and  prices,  and  to  counteract  the  effect  of  free 
competition  on  the  facilities  and  prices  of  trasporation,  and  to  estab- 
lish and  maintain  arbitrary  rates,  and  to  prevent  any  one  of  said  de- 
feikiantB  form  reducing  such  arbitrary  rates,  and  thereby  exact  and 
procure  great  sums  of  money  from  the  people  of  the  said  States  and 
Territories  aforesaid,  and  from  the  people  engaged  in  the  interstate 
commerce,  trade  and  traflSc  within  the  region  of  country  aforesaid, 
and  from  aU  persons  having  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  to  be 
transported  by  said  railroads,  and  intending  to  monopolize  the  trade» 
trattic  and  commerce  among  and  between  the  States  and  Territories 
aforesaid,  did  combine,  conspire,  confederate  and  unlawfully  agree 
together,  and  did  then  and  there  enter  into  a  written  contract,  com- 
bination, agreement  and  compact,  known  as  a  memorandum  of  agree- 
ment of  the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association,  which  was  signed  by 
each  of  said  al)ove-named  defendants." 

The  bill  tlien  set  forth  the  agreement  signed  by  the  various 
corporations  defendant. 
It  was  farther  alleged  that  ike  agreement  went  into  effect 
108W— 8.  Doa  lU,  S^-l,  vol  1 12 
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on  the  1st  day  of  April,  1889,  and  that  since  that  time  each 
and  all  of  the  defendants,  by  reason  of  the  agreement,  have 
put  into  effect  and  kept  in  force  upon  the  several  lines  of  rail- 
roads the  rules  and  regulations  and  rates  and  prices  for  mov- 
ing, carrying  and  transporting  freight  fixed  and  established 
by  the  association,  and  have  declined  and  refused  to  fix  or 
establish  and  maintain  or  give  on  their  railroads  rates  and 
prices  for  the  carrying  of  freight  based  upon  the  cost  of  con- 
structing and  maintaining  their  several  lines  of  railroad  and 
the  cost  of  carrying  freights  over  the  same,  and  such  other  ele- 
ments as  should  be  considered  in  establishing  tariff  rates  upon 
each  [800]  particular  road,  and  the  people  of  the  States  and 
Territories  subject  to  said  association,  and  all  t>ersons  en- 
gaged in  trade  and  commerce  within,  among  and  between  the 
different  States  and  Territories  had  been  compelled  to  and 
were  still  compelled  to  pay  the  arbitrary  rates  of  freight  and 
submit  to  the  arbitrary  rules  and  regulations  established  and 
maintained  by  the  association,  and  ever  since  that  date  had 
been  and  still  were  deprived  of  the  benefits  that  might  be 
expected  to  flow  from  free  competition  between  said  several 
lines  of  transportation  and  communication,  and  were  deprived 
of  the  better  facilities  and  cheaper  rates  of  freight  that  might 
be  reasonably  expected  to  flow  from  fi-ee  competition 
between  the  lines  above  mentioned,  and  that  the  trade,  traffic 
and  commerce  in  such  region  of  country,  and  the  freight  traf- 
fic in  connection  therewith,  had  been  and  were  monopolized 
and  restrained,  hindered,  injured  and  retarded  by  the  defend- 
ants by  means  of  and  through  the  instrumentsdity  of  such 
association. 

The  bill  further  averred  that  notwithstanding  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  Congress  above  mentioned  on  the  2d  day  of 
July,  1890,  the  "  defendants  still  continue  in  and  still  engage 
in  said  unlawful  combination  and  conspiracy,  and  still  main- 
tain said  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association,  with  all  the 
powers  specified  in  the  memorandum  of  agreement  and 
articles  of  association  hereinbefore  set  forth,  which  said 
agreement,  combination  and  conspiracy  so  as  aforesaid  en- 
tered into  and  maintained  by  said  defendants  is  of  great 
injury  and  grievous  prejudice  to  tlie  common  and  public 
<Tood  and  to  the  welfare  of  the  people  of  the  (Jnited  States.'' 
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The  prayer  of  the  bill  was  as  follows: 

"  In  consideration  whereof,  and  inasmuch  as  your  orator  can  only 
baye  adequate  relief  hi  the  premises  In  this  honorable  court  where 
matters  of  this  nature  are  properly  cognizable  and  relievable,  your 
orator  prays  that  this  honorable  court  may  order,  adjudge  and  decree 
that  said  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association  be  dissolved,  and  that 
said  defendants,  and  all  and  each  of  them,  be  enjoined  and  prohibited 
from  farther  agreeing,  combining  and  conpiring  and  acting  together 
to  maintain  rules  and  regulations  and  rates  for  carry-  [801]  hig  freight 
upon  their  several  lines  of  railroad  to  hinder  trade  and  commerce  be- 
tween the  States  and  Territories  of  the  United  States,  and  that  all  and 
each  of  them  be  enjoined  and  prohibited  trom  entering  or  continuing 
in  a  combination,  association  or  conspiracy  to  deprive  the  people 
engaged  in  trade  and  commerce  between  and  among  the  States  and 
Territories  of  the  United  States  of  such  facilities  and  rates  and 
charges  of  freight  transporation  as  will  be  afforded  by  free  and  unre- 
strained competition  between  the  said  several  lines  of  railroad,  and 
that  all  and  each  of  said  defendants  be  enjoined  and  prohibited  from 
agreeing,  combining  and  conspiring  and  acting  together  to  monopolize 
or  attempt  to  monopolize  the  freight  traffic  in  the  trade  and  conmierce 
between  the  States  and  Territories  of  the  Unied  States,  and  that  all 
and  each  of  said  defendants  be  enjoined  and  prohibited  from  agree- 
ing, combining  and  conspiring  and  acting  together  to  prevent  each  and 
any  of  their  associates  from  carrying  freight  and  commodities  hi  the 
trade  and  commerce  between  the  States  and  Territories  of  the  United 
States  at  such  rates  as  shall  be  voluntarily  fixed  by  the  officers  and 
agents  of  each  of  said  roads  acting  independently  and  separately  in 
its  own  behalf/' 

iThe  defendants  were  required  to  answer  fully,  etc.,  each 
and  all  of  the  matters  charged  in  the  bill,  but  such  answer 
was  not  required  to  be  under  oath,  an  answer  under  oath 
being  specially  waived. 

The  Chicago,  Kansas  and  Nebraska  Bailway  Company,  the 
Missouri,  Kansas  and  Texas  Bailway  Company  and  the  Den- 
ver, Texas  and  Fort  Worth  Bailroad  Company  denied  being 
parties  to  the  association.  The  other  fifteen  companies  filed 
separate  answers,  each  setting  up  substantially  the  same 
defence. 

They  admitted  they  were  common  carriers  engaged  in  the 
transportation  of  persons  and  property  in  the  States  and 
Territories  mentioned  in  the  agreement,  and  they  alleged 
that  as  such  common  carriers  they  were  subject  to  the  pro- 
vifflons  of  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  February  4,  1887, 
a  104,  24  Stat  879,  entitled  "An  act  to  regulate  commerce,'' 
with  the  various  amendments  thereof  and  additions  thereto, 
[802]  and  they  alleged  that  that  act  and  the  amendments  con- 
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stituted  a  system  of  regulations  established  by  Congress  for 
common  carriers  subject  to  the  act,  and  they  denied  that  they 
were  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  passed 
July  2, 1890,  above  set  forth. 

They  admit  that  they  severally  own,  control  and  operate 
separate  and  distinct  lines  of  railroad  constructed  and  fitted 
for  carrying  on  business  as  common  carriers  of  freight,  inde- 
pendently and  disconnectedly  with  each  other;  except  that  a 
common  interest  existe  between  certein  companies,  named  in 
the  answer.  They  admit  that  the  lines  of  railroad  mentioned 
in  the  bill  furnish  lines  of  transportetion  and  communication 
to  persons  engaged  in  freight  traffic  between  and  among  the 
Stetes  and  Territories  of  the  United  States,  having  throu^ 
lines  for  freight  traffic  in  that  region  of  country  lying  to  the 
westward  of  the  Mississippi  and  Missouri  rivers  and  east  of 
the  Pacific  Ocean,  but  deny  that  they  are  the  only  such  lines, 
and  allege  that  there  are  several  others,  naming  them. 

They  further  admitted  that  prior  to  the  organization  of  the 
freight  association  tibie  defendants  furnished  to  the  public  and 
to  persons  engaged  in  trade,  traffic  and  commerce  between 
the  several  States  and  Territories  named  in  the  agreement, 
separate,  distinct  and  competitive  lines  of  transportation  and 
communication,  and  they  allege  that  they  still  continue  to 
do  so. 

They  admitted  that  some  of  the  roads  mentioned  in  the 
bill  received  aid  by  land  grante  from  the  United  States,  and 
others  received  aid  from  States  and  Territories  by  loans  of 
credits,  donations  of  depot  sites  and  righte  of  way,  and  in  a 
few  cases  by  investments  of  money,  and  that  the  people  of 
the  States  and  Territories  to  a  limited  extent  made  invest- 
mente  in  the  stocks  and  bonds  of  some  of  the  roads,  while 
others,  mentioned  in  the  bill,  were  almost  exclusively  con- 
structed by  capital  furnished  by  non-residents  of  that  region. 

It  was  also  admitted  that  the  purpose  of  the  land  grants, 
loans,  donations  and  investments  was  to  obtein  the  construc- 
tion of  competitive  lines  of  transportetion  and  communication 
to  the  end  that  the  public  and  the  people  engaged  in  trade 
[808]  and  commerce  throughout  that  region  of  country 
might  have  facilities  afforded  by  railways  in  communicating 
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witibi  each  other  and  with  other  portions  of  the  United  States 
and  the  world,  and  denied  t^t  they  were  granted  for  any 
other  purpose. 

The  defendants  admitted  the  formation  on  or  about  March 
15, 1889,  of  the  voluntary  association  described  in  the  bill  as 
the  "  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association.'' 

They  denied  the  allegation  that  they  were  not  content  with 
the  rates  and  prices  prevailing  at  the  date  of  the  agreement; 
they  denied  any  intent  to  unjustly  increase  rates,  and  denied 
that  the  agreement  destroyed,  prevented  or  illegally  limited 
or  influenced  competition;  they  denied  that  arbitrary  rates 
were  fixed  or  charged,  or  that  rates  had  been  increased,  or 
that  the  effect  of  free  competition  had  been  counteracted; 
they  denied  any  purpose  in  the  formation  of  the  association 
to  monopolize  trade,  traffic  and  commerce  between  the  States 
and  Territories  within  the  region  mentioned  in  the  bill ;  and 
they  denied  that  the  agreement  was  in  any  respect  the  illegal 
result  of  any  unlawful  confederation  or  conspiracy.  The  de- 
fendants alleged  that  the  proper  object  of  the  association  was 
to  establish  reasonable  rates,  rules  and  regulations  on  all 
freight  traffic,  and  the  maintenance  of  such  rates  until 
changed  in  the  manner  provided  by  law;  that  the  agree- 
ment was  filed  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  CommissioQ 
as  required  by  section  6  of  the  act  of  February  4,  1887. 
They  also  alleged  that  it  was  not  the  purpose  of  tixe  associa- 
tion to  prevent  the  members  from  reducing  rates  or  changing 
the  rules  and  regulations  fixed  by  the  association;  that  by 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  each  member  might  do  so,  the 
preliminary  requirement  being  that  the  proposed  change 
should  be  voted  upon  at  a  meeting  of  the  association,  after 
which,  if  the  proposal  was  not  agreed  to,  the  line  making  the 
proposal  could  make  such  reduc^  rate  notwithstanding  the 
objection  of  the  other  lines;  that  the  purpose  of  this  provi- 
sion vas  to  afford  opportunity  for  the  consideration  of  the 
reasonableness  of  any  proposed  rate,  rule  or  regulation  by  all 
lines  interested  and  an  interchange  of  views  on  the  effect  of 
such  [804]  reduction,  and  that  reductions  of  rates  had  been 
made  in  numerous  instances  through  said  process  by  the  asso- 
ciation. They  admitted  that  the  agreement  took  effect  April 
1, 1889,  and  Uiat  it  had  remained  in  operation  since,  and  that 
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the  rates,  rules  and  regulations  fixed  and  established  from 
time  to  time  imder  said  agre^ent  had  been  put  into  effect 
and  maintained  in  conformity  to  law ;  and  it  was  denied  that 
by  reason  of  the  agreement  or  under  duress  of  fines  and  penal- 
ties, or  otherwise,  the  defendants  had  refused  to  establish  and 
maintain  just  and  reasonable  rates;  and  it  was  alleged  that 
the  object  of  the  association  at  all  times  had  been  and  was 
to  establish  all  rates,  rules  and  regulations  upon  a  just  and 
reasonable  basis,  and  to  avoid  imjust  discrimination  and  un- 
due preference.  They  denied  that  shippers  or  the  public 
were  in  any  way  oppressed  or  injured  by  reason  of  the  rates 
fixed  by  the  association,  but  on  the  contrary  they  alleged  that 
the  agreement  and  the  association  established  under  it  had 
been  beneficial  to  the  patrons  of  the  railway  lines  composing 
the  association  and  the  public  at  large.  These  in  substance 
were  the  allegations  in  the  various  answers. 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  on  bill  and  answer  before 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of 
Kansas,  First  Division.  That  court  dismissed  the  bill  with- 
out costs  against  the  complainant.  53  Fed.  Bep.  440.  The 
Government  duly  appealed  from  the  judgment  to  the 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Eighth  Cir- 
cuit, and  that  court  after  argument  affirmed,  in  October, 
1893,  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  without  costs, 
Shiras,  District  Judge,  dissenting.  19  U.  S.  App.  36. 
From  that  judgment  the  Government  appealed  to  this  court 

A  motion  was  made  upon  affidavits  to  dismiss  the  appeal. 
The  affidavits  show  that  on  the  18th  of  November,  1892,  a 
resolution  was  adopted  by  the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Asso- 
ciation, one  of  the  defendants,  providing  that  the  organiza- 
tion should  be  discontinued  from  and  after  the  19th  of  No- 
vember, 1892,  and  the  secretary  was  instructed  to  wind  up  ite 
affairs  at  as  early  a  date  as  possible.  It  further  appeared  by 
the  affidavits  that  the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association  was 
[805]  actually  dissolved  and  its  existence  ended  on  the  above 
date,  November  19,  1892,  and  that  it  has  not  since  that  date 
been  revived,  nor  has  it  since  that  date  had  any  activity  of 
any  kind,  ^'  and  that  it  has  not  conducted  or  been  engaged  in 
any  operations  or  business  whatever,  but  that  it  has  been 
dead  and  out  of  existence.'' 
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It  also  alleged  as  another  ground  for  dismissing  the  appeal 
that  the  matter  in  controversy  does  not  exceed  $1000,  and  that 
the  case  does  not  come  imder  any  other  provision  of  the  act  of 
1891,  allowing  an  appeal  from  the  Circuit  Ourts  of  Appeals 
to  this  court.  In  opposition  to  the  motion  it  appeared  upon 
the  part  of  the  appellant  that  at  the  same  meeting  at  which 
the  resolution  above  referred  to  was  adopted,  the  following 
resolution  was  also  adopted :  ^^  Resolved^  That  a  committee  of 
seven  be  appointed  by  the  chairman  of  this  meeting  to  draw 
up  a  new  agreement  for  the  conduct  of  business  now  substan- 
tially covei*ed  by  the  Trans-Missouri  agreement  and  to  make 
a  report  to  all  lines  in  the  Trans-Missouri  Association  at  a 
meeting  to  be  called  in  Chicago  on  December  6,  1892."  A 
committee  of  seven  was  accordingly  appointed,  which  adopted 
a  resolution  calling  a  meeting  for  the  6th  of  December,  1892, 
of  the  lines  formerly  members  of  the  Trans-Missouri  Associa- 
tion and  representatives  of  other  interested  lines  for  the  pur- 
pose of  considering  any  changes  in  the  tariffs  and  of  business 
which  was  under  the  jurisdiction  of  that  association  and 
which  might  be  submitted  to  the  parties  at  that  time,  and  to 
further  consider  the  organization  of  one  or  more  rate  commit- 
tees to  govern  the  manner  of  making  rates  on  such  traffic  until 
some  permanent  organization  could  be  effected.  In  the  early 
days  of  December,  1892,  the  meeting  so  called  was  held  and 
was  participated  in  by  most  of  the  railroad  companies  which 
were  parties  to  the  Trans-Missouri  agreement,  and  at  that 
meeting  an  agreement  was  made  upon  the  subject  of  rates  of 
freight,  and  a  West-Missouri  freight  rate  committee  was  ap- 
pointed, the  duties  of  which  committee  were  to  establish  and 
maintain  reasonable  rates  in  the  territory  described,  and 
other  lines  not  therein  represented  but  interested  in  the 
freight  traffic  of  such  territory  were  to  be  invite<l  to  become 
members.  A  plan  for  [306]  the  establishm^it  of  subrate 
committees  for  the  purpose  of  agreeing  upon  rates  was 
therein  set  forth  and  agreed  to.  The  agreement  was  to  be- 
come effective  on  the  1st  of  January,  1892,  and  to  remain  in 
force  until  the  following  April,  during  which  lime  it  was 
supposed  that  a  new  and  permanent  association  to  provide 
for  an  agreement  relating  to  rates  of  freight  might  be 
founded.    It  does  not  appear  whether  such  permanent  asso- 
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dation  has  been  formed  or  that  the  temporary  agreement  has 
been  actually  termmated. 

In  answer  to  the  motion  to  dismiss  on  the  gromid  that  the 
matter  in  controversy  did  not  amount  to  over  a  thousand 
dollars,  the  parties  have  stipulated  as  follows:  ^^  It  is  hereby 
stipulated  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  and  no  other,  and 
without  waiving  any  right  to  question  the  legal  effect  of  such 
fact,  that  the  daily  freight  c^rges  on  interstate  shipments 
collected  by  all  the  railway  companies  at  points  where  they 
compete  with  each  other  were,  at  the  time  of  the  agreement 
mentioned  in  the  pleadings  herein,  and  have  been  since,  more 
than  one  thousand  dollars." 

To  the  motion  made  to  dismiss  the  appeal  for  want  of  juris- 
diction, briefs  were  filed  as  follows: 

Mr.  W.  F.  Outhrie  filed  a  brief  on  behalf  of  the  Burlington 
and  Missouri  River  Railroad  Company  in  support  of  the 
motion. 

Mr.  Lloyd  TT.  Bowers  filed  a  brief  on  behalf  of  the  Atchi- 
son, Topeka  and  Santa  F6  Railroad  Company,  the  Chicago, 
Rock  Island  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  the  Fremont, 
Elkhom  and  Missouri  Valley  Railroad  Company,  The  Sioux 
City  and  Pacific  Railroad  Company  and  the  Chicago,  St 
Paul,  Minneapolis  and  Omaha  Railway  Company  in  support 
of  the  motion. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  and  Mr.  Assistant  Attorney  Oenerdl 
Whitney  for  the  United  States  filed  a  brief  opposing  the 
motion. 

[307]  At  the  hearing  on  the  merits  one  hour  additional 
time  was,  on  motion  of  Mr.  Dillon^  allowed  to  each  side. 

Mr.  Attorney  General  for  the  United  States,  appellants. 

Mr.  John  F.  DiUon  for  the  Freight  Association,  appellees. 
Mr.  A.  L.  WiUiams^  Mr.  Harry  Hvhhard  and  Mr.  John  M. 
DVlon  were  on  his  brief. 

Mr.  James  C.  Carter  for  the  Freight  Association,  appellees. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Phelps  for  the  Freight  Association  and  the  New 
York  Central  and  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company,  ap- 
pellees. 
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Mr.  Attorney  ChneroU  concluded  for  appellants. 

Mr.  W.  F.  Guthrie  filed  a  brief  on  behalf  of  the  Burlington 
and  Missouri  Biver  Railroad  Company. 

Mr.  Lloyd  W.  Bowers  filed  a  brief  for  the  Fremont,  Elk- 
horn  and  Missouri  Valley  Bailroad  Company  and  the  Sioux 
City  and  Pacific  Bailroad  Company. 

Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  after  stating  the  facts,  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court 

The  defendants  object  to  the  hearing  of  this  appeal,  and 
ask  that  it  be  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the  Trans-Mis- 
souri Freight  Association  has  been  dissolved  by  a  vote  of  its 
members  since  the  judgment  entered  in  this  suit  in  the  court 
below.  A  further  ground  urged  f pr  the  dismissal  of  the  ap- 
peal is  that  the  requisite  amount  (over  one  thousand  dollars) 
is  not  in  controversy  in  the  suit,  and  that  as  an  appeal  would 
only  lie  to  this  court  in  this  character  of  suit  under  the  act 
of  March  3,  1891,  c.  517,  28  Stat  826,  where  that  amount  is 
in  controversy,  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

As  to  the  first  groimd,  we  think  the  fact  of  the  dissolution 
of  the  association  does  not  prevent  this  court  from  taking  cog- 
nizance of  the  appeal  and  deciding  the  case  upon  its  merits. 

[808]  The  prayer  of  the  bill  filed  in  this  suit  asks  not  only 
for  the  dissolution  of  the  association,  but,  among  other  things, 
that  the  defendants  should  be  restrained  from  continuing  in 
a  like  combination,  and  that  they  should  be  enjoined  from 
further  conspiring,  agreeing  or  combining  and  acting  to- 
gether to  maintain  rules  and  regulations  and  rates  for  carry- 
ing freight  upon  their  several  lines,  eta  The  mere  dissolu- 
tion of  the  association  is  not  the  most  important  object  of  this 
litigation.  The  judgment  of  the  court  is  sought  upon  the 
question  of  the  legality  of  the  agreement  itself  for  the  carry- 
ing out  of  which  the  association  was  formed,  and  if  such 
agreement  be  declared  to  be  illegal,  the  court  is  asked  nol 
only  to  dissolve  the  association  named  in  the  bill,  but  that  the 
defendants  should  be  enjoined  for  the  future. 

The  defendants,  in  bringing  to  the  notice  of  the  court  the 
fact  of  the  dissolution  of  the  association,  take  pains  to  show 
that  such  dissolution  had  no  connection  or  relation  whatever 
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with  the  pendency  of  this  suit,  and  that  the  association  was 
not  terminated  on  that  account  They  do  not  admit  the 
illegality  of  the  agreement,  nor  do  they  allege  their  purpose 
not  to  enter  into  a  similar  one  in  the  immediate  future.  On 
the  contrary,  by  their  answers  the  defendants  claim  that  the 
agreement  is  a  perfectly  proper,  legitimate  and  salutary  one, 
and  that  it  or  one  like  it  is  necessary  to  the  prosperity  of  the 
companies.  If  the  injunction  were  limited  to  the  prevention 
of  any  action  by  the  defendants  under  the  particular  agree- 
ment set  out,  or  if  the  judgment  were  to  be  limited  to  the 
dissolution  of  the  association  mentioned  in  the  bill,  the  relief 
obtained  would  be  totally  inadequate  to  the  necessities  of  the 
occasion,  provided  an  agreement  of  that  nature  were  deter- 
mined to  be  illegal.  The  injunction  should  go  further,  and 
enjoin  defendants  from  entering  into  or  acting  under  any 
similar  agreement  in  the  future.  In  other  words,  the  relief 
granted  should  be  adequate  to  the  occasion. 

As  an  answer  to  the  fact  of  the  dissolution  of  the  associa- 
tion, it  is  shown  on  the  part  of  the  Government  that  these 
very  defendants,  or  most  of  them,  immediately  entered  into  a 
substantially  similar  agreement,  which  was  to  remain  in  force 
for  [309]  a  certain  time,  and  under  which  the  companies 
acted,  and  in  regard  to  which  it  does  not  appear  that  they 
are  not  still  acting.  If  the  mere  dissolution  of  the  associa- 
tion worked  an  abatement  of  the  suit  as  to  all  the  defendants, 
as  is  the  claim  made  on  their  part,  it  is  plain  that  they  have 
thus  discovered  an  effectual  means  to  prevent  the  judgment 
of  this  court  being  given  upon  the  question  really  involved 
in  the  case.  The  defendants  having  succeeded  in  the  court 
below,  it  would  only  be  necessary  thereafter  to  dissolve  their 
association  and  instantly  form  another  of  a  similar  kind,  and 
the  fact  of  the  dissolution  would  prevent  an  appeal  to  this 
court  or  procure  its  dismissal  if  taken.  This  result  does  not 
and  ought  not  to  follow.  Although  the  general  rule  is  that 
equity  does  not  interfere  simply  to  restrain  a  possible  future 
violation  of  law,  yet  where  parties  have  entered  into  an 
illegal  agreement  and  are  acting  under  it,  and  there  is  no 
adequate  remedy  at  law  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  has 
attached  by  the  filing  of  a  bill  to  restrain  such  or  any  like 
action  under  a  similar  agreement,  and  a  trial  has  been  had, 
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and  judgment  entered,  the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  this  court 
is  not  ousted  by  a  simple  dissolution  of  the  association, 
effected  subsequently  to  the  entry  of  judgment  in  the  suit 

Private  parties  may  settle  their  controversies  at  any  time, 
and  rights  which  a  plaintiff  may  have  had  at  the  time  of  the 
oonunencement  of  the  action  may  terminate  before  judgment 
is  obtained  or  while  the  case  is  on  appeal,  and  in  any  such 
case  the  court,  being  informed  of  the  facts,  will  proceed  no 
further  in  the  action.  Here,  however,  there  has  been  no  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  rights  (whatever  they  are)  of  the  public, 
the  enforcement  of  which  the  Government  has  endeavored  to 
procure  by  a  judgment  of  a  court  under  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  Congress  above  cited.  The  defendants  cannot  foreclose 
those  rights  nor  prevent  the  assertion  thereof  by  the  Govern- 
ment as  a  substantial  trustee  for  the  public  under  the  act  of 
Congress,  by  any  such  action  as  has  been  taken  in  this  case. 
By  designating  the  agreement  in  question  as  illegal  and  the 
alleged  combination  as  an  unlawful  one,  we  simply  mean  to 
say  that  such  is  the  character  of  the  agreement  as  claimed  by 
[310]  the  Government.  That  question  the  Government  has 
the  right  to  bring  before  the  court  and  obtain  its  judgment 
thereon.  Whether  the  agreement  is  of  that  character  is  the 
question  herein  to  be  decided. 

We  think,  therefore,  the  first  ground  urged  by  defendants 
for  the  dismissal  of  the  appeal  is  untenable. 

We  have  no  difficulty  either  in  sustaining  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court  in  regard  to  the  second  ground,  that  of  the 
amount  in  controversy  in  the  suit. 

The  bill  need  not  state,  in  so  many  words,  that  a  certain 
amount  exceeding  one  thousand  dollars  is  in  controversy  in 
order  that  this  court  may  have  jurisdiction  on  appeal.  The 
statutory  amount  must  as  a  matter  of  fact  be  in  controversy, 
yet  that  fact  may  appear  by  affidavit  after  the  appeal  is 
taken  to  this  court,  Whiteside  v.  Haselton^  110  U.  S.  296; 
Red  River  Cattle  Co.  v.  Needham^  137  U.  S.  682,  or  it  may  be 
made  to  appear  in  such  other  manner  as  shall  establish  it  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  court.  A  stipulation  between  the  par- 
ties as  to  the  amount  is  not  controlling,  but  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court  it  may  be  regarded  in  a  particular  case,  and  with 
reference  to  the  other  facts  appearing  in  the  record  as  suffi- 
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dent  proof  of  the  amount  in  controversy  to  sustain  the  juris- 
diction of  this  court 

The  bill  shows  here  an  agreement  entered  into  (as  stated  in 
the  agreement  itself)  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  reason- 
able rates  to  be  received  by  each  company  executing  the 
agreement,  and  the  stipulation  entered  into  between  the 
parties  hereto  shows  that  the  daily  freight  charges  on  inter- 
state shipments  collected  by  the  railway  companies  at  points 
where  they  compete  with  each  other  were,  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  agreement  mentioned  in  the  pleadings  herein 
and  have  been  since,  more  than  one  thousand  dollars.  This 
agreement  so  made,  the  Gk)vemment  alleges,  is  illegal  as  being 
in  restraint  of  trade,  and  was  entered  into  between  the  com- 
panies for  the  purpose  of  enhancing  the  freight  rates.  The 
companies,  while  denying  the  illegality  of  the  agreement  or 
its  purpose  to  be  other  than  to  maintain  reasonable  rates,  yet 
allege  that  without  some  such  agreement  the  competition  be- 
tween them  for  [811]  traffic  would  be  so  severe  as  to  cause 
great  losses  to  each  defendant  and  possibly  ruin  the  companies 
represented  in  the  agreement  Such  a  result,  it  is  claimed, 
is  avoided  by  reason  of  the  agreement  Upon  the  existence, 
therefore,  of  this  or  some  similar  agreement  directly  de- 
pends (as  is  alleged)  the  prosperity,  if  not  the  life,  of  each 
company.  It  must  follow  that  an  amount  much  more  than 
a  thousand  dollars  is  involved  in  the  maintenance  of  the 
agreement  or  in  the  right  to  maintain  it  or  something  like  it 
These  facts,  appearing  in  the  record  and  the  stipulation,  show 
that  the  right  involved  is  a  right  which  is  of  the  requisite 
pecuniary  value.  A  reduction  of  the  rates  by  only  the 
fractional  part  of  one  per  centimi  would,  in  the  aggregate, 
amoimt  to  over  a  thousand  dollars  in  a  very  few  days.  This 
is  sufficient  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  on  appeal.  South 
Carolina  v.  Seymour^  153  U.  S.  858,  857.  There  is  directly 
involved  in  this  suit  the  validity  and  the  life  of  this  agree- 
ment, or  one  similar  to  it.  Out  of  this  agreement  directly 
springs  the  ability  as  well  as  the  right  to  maintain  these  rates, 
and  each  company  is  interested  in  maintaining  the  validity 
of  the  agreement  to  the  same  extent  as  all  the  others.  lis 
against  the  agreement  the  Government  represents  the  in- 
terest of  the  public,  and  thus  the  parties  stand  opposed  to 
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each  otheiv-the  one  in  favor  of  dissolving  and  the  other  of 
maintaining  the  agreement 

Unlike  the  case  of  Gibson  v.  Shufeldty  122  U.  S-  27,  and 
the  cases  therein  cited  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  delivered  by 
Mr.  Justice  Gray,  the  defendants  here  are  jointly  interested 
in  the  question,  and  it  is  not  the  case  of  a  fund  amounting  to 
more  than  the  requisite  sum  which  is  to  be  paid  to  different 
parties  in  sums  less  than  the  jurisdicticmal  amount 

For  the  reasons  above  stated,  we  think  the  jurisdictional 
fact  in  regard  to  each  defendant  appears  plainly  and  neces- 
sarily from  the  record  and  the  stipulation,  and  tiiat  the  duty 
is  thus  laid  upon  this  court  to  entertain  the  appeal 

Coming  to  the  merits  of  the  suit,  there  are  two  important 
questions  which  demand  our  examination.  They  are,  first, 
whether  the  above-cited  act  of  Congress  (called  herein  the 
Trust  Act)  applies  to  and  covers  common  carriers  by  railroad ;. 
[818]  and,  if  so,  second,  does  the  agreement  set  forth  in  the 
bill  violate  any  provision  of  that  act? 

As  to  the  fi]^  question: 

The  language  of  the  act  includes  every  contract,  combina- 
tion in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States  or 
with  foreign  nations.  So  far  as  the  very  terms  of  the  statute 
go,  they  apply  to  any  contract  of  the  nature  described.  A 
contract  therefore  that  is  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  is 
by  the  strict  language  of  the  act  prohibited  even  though  such 
contract  is  entered  into  between  competing  ccmmion  carriers 
by  railroad,  and  only  for  the  purposes  of  thereby  affecting 
traffic  rates  for  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property. 
If  such  an  agreement  restrain  trade  or  conmierce,  it  is  pro- 
hibited by  the  statute,  unless  it  can  be  said  that  an  agree- 
ment, no  matter  what  its  terms,  relating  only  to  transporta- 
tion cannot  restrain  trade  or  commerce.  We  see  no  escape 
from  the  omclusicm  that  if  any  agreement  of  such  a  nature 
does  restrain  it,  the  agreement  is  condemned  by  this  act  It 
cannot  be  denied  that  those  who  are  engaged  in  the  transpor- 
tation of  perscms  or  property  from  one  State  to  another  are 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  and  it  would  seem  to  follow 
that  if  such  persons  enter  into  agreements  between  them- 
selves in  regard  to  the  compensation  to  be  secured  from  the 
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owners  of  the  articles  transported,  sudi  agreement  would  at 
least  relate  to  the  business  of  commerce,  and  might  more  <nr 
less  restrain  it.  The  point  urged  on  the  defendants'  part  is 
that  the  statute  was  not  really  intended  to  reach  that  kind  of 
an  agreement  relating  only  to  traffic  rates  entered  into  by 
competing  common  carriers  by  railroad ;  that  it  was  intended 
to  reach  only  those  who  were  engaged  in  the  manufacture  or 
sale  of  articles  of  commerce,  and  who  by  means  of  trusts,  oHn- 
binations  and  conspiracies  were  engaged  in  affecting  the  sup- 
ply or  the  price  or  the  place  of  manufacture  of  such  articles.. 
The  term?  of  the  act  do  not  bear  out  such  construction. 
Railroad  companies  are  instruments  of  commerce,  and  their 
business  is  commerce  itself.  State  Freight  Tax  case^  16 
Wall.  232,  275;  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Texas,  106  U.  S.  460,  464. 
[813]  An  act  which  prohibits  the  making  of  every  contract, 
■etc.,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  conmierce  among  the  several 
States,  would  seem  to  cover  by  such  language  a  contract  be- 
tween competing  railroads,  and  relating  to  traffic  rates  for 
the  transportation  of  articles  of  commerce  between  the 
States,  provided  such  contract  by  its  direct  effect  produces  a 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce.  What  amounts  to  a  re- 
straint within  the  meaning  of  the  act  if  thus  construed  need 
not  now  be  discussed. 

We  have  held  that  the  Trust  Act  did  not  apply  to  a  com- 
pany engaged  in  one  State  in  the  refining  of  sugar  under 
the  circumstances  detailed  in  the  case  of  United  States  v. 
E.  C.  Knight  Company,  166  U.  S.  1,  because  the  refining  of 
sugar  under  those  circumstances  bore  no  distinct  relaiaen  to 
commerce  between  the  States  or  with  foreign  nations.  To 
exclude  agreements  as  to  rates  by  competing  railroads  for 
the  transportation  of  articles  of  commerce  between  the 
States  would  leave  little  for  the  act  to  take  effect  upon. 

Nor  do  we  think  that  because  the  sixth  section  does  not 
forfeit  the  property  of  the  railroad  company  when  merely 
engaged  in  the  transportation  of  property  owned  under  and 
which  was  the  subject  of  a  contract  or  combination  men- 
tioned in  the  first  section,  any  gro^md  is  shown  for  holding 
the  rest  of  the  act  inapplicable  to  carriers  by  railroad.  It 
is  not  perceived  why,  if  the  rest  of  the  act  were  intended 
to  apply  to  such  a  carrier,  the  sixth  section  ought  necessarily 
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to  have  proyided  for  the  seizure  and  condemnation  of  the 
locomotives  and  cars  of  the  carrier  engaged  in  the  trans- 
portation between  the  States  of  those  articles  of  commerce 
owned  as  stated  in  that  sixth  section.  There  is  ec/me  justice 
and  propriety  in  forfeiting  those  articles,  but  we  see  none  in 
forfeiting  the  locomotives  or  cars  of  the  carrier  simply  be- 
cause such  carrier  was  transporting  articles  as  described 
from  one  State  to  another,  even  though  the  carrier  knew 
that  they  had  been  manufactured  or  sold  under  a  contract 
or  combination  in  violation  of  the  act  In  the  case  of  a  sim- 
ple transportation  of  such  articles  the  carrier  would  be 
guilty  of  no  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  act. 
Why,  there-  1314]  fore,  would  it  follow  that  the  sixth  sec- 
tion should  provide  for  the  forfeiture  of  the  property  of  the 
carrier  if  the  rest  of  the  act  were  intended  to  apply  to  it! 
To  subject  the  locomotives  and  cars  to  forfeiture  under  such 
circumstances  might  also  cause  great  confusion  to  the  gen- 
eral business  of  the  carrier  and  in  that  way  inflict  unmerited 
punishment  upon  the  innocent  owners  of  other  property  in 
the  course  of  transportation  in  the  same  cars  and  drawn  by 
the  same  locomotives.  If  the  company  itself  violates  the 
act,  the  penalties  are  sufficient  as  provided  for  therein. 

But  it  is  maintained  that  an  agreement  like  the  one  in 
question  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  companies  is  authorized 
by  the  Commerce  Act,  which  is  a  special  statute  applicable 
only  to  railroads,  and  that  a  construction  of  the  Trust  Act 
(which'  is  a  general  act)  so  as  to  include  within  its  provi- 
sions the  case  of  raUroads,  carries  with  it  the  repeal  by  im- 
plication of  so  much  of  the  Commerce  Act  as  authorized  the 
agreement.  It  is  added  that  there  is  no  language  in  the 
Trust  Act  which  is  sufficiently  plain  to  indicate  a  purpose 
to  repeal  those  provisions  of  the  Commerce  Act  which  per- 
mit the  agreement;  that  both  acts  may  stand,  the  special  or 
Conmierce  Act  as  relating  solely  to  railroads  and  their 
proper  regulation  and  management,  while  the  later  and  gen- 
end  act  will  apply  to  all  contracts  of  the  nature  therein  de- 
scribed, entered  into  by  any  one  other  than  competing  com- 
mon carriers  by  railroad  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  rates 
of  traffic  for  transportation.  On  a  line  with  this  reasoning  it 
is  said  that  if  Congress  had  intended  to  in  any  manner  affect 
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the  railroad  carrier  as  govemed  by  the  Commerce  Act,  it 
would  have  amended  that  act  directly  and  in  terms,  and 
not  have  left  it  as  a  question  of  construction  to  be  deter- 
mined whether  so  important  a  change  in  the  commerce  stat- 
ute had  been  accomplished  by  the  passage  of  the  statute  re- 
lating to  trusts. 

The  first  answer  to  this  argument  is  that,  in  our  opinion, 
the  Conmierce  Act  does  not  authorize  an  agreement  of  this 
nature.  It  may  not  in  terms  prohibit,  but  it  is  far  from 
conferring  either  directly  or  by  implication  any  authority 
to  make  it.  If  the  agreement  be  legal  it  does  not  owe  its 
[816]  validity  to  any  provision  of  the  Conmierce  Act, 
and  if  illegal  it  is  not  made  so  by  that  act.  The  fifth  sec- 
tion prohibits  what  is  termed  Spooling,"  but  there  is  no 
express  provision  in  the  act  prohibiting  the  maintenance  of 
traffic  rates  among  competing  roads  by  making  such  an 
agreement  as  this,  nor  is  there  any  provision  which  permits 
it  Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  the  companies  had  some- 
times endeavored  to  regulate  competition  and  to  maintain 
rates  by  pooling  arrangements,  and  in  the  act  that  kind  of 
an  arrangement  was  forbidden.  After  its  passage  other 
devices  were  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  curbing  o(»npe- 
tition  and  maintaining  rates.  The  general  nature  of  a  con- 
tract like  the  one  before  us  is  not  menticmed  in  or  provided 
for  by  the  act.  The  provisions  of  that  act  look  to  the  pre- 
vention of  discrimination,  to  the  furnishing  of  equal  facili- 
ties for  the  interchange  of  traffic,  to  the  rate  of  oompensaticm 
for  what  is  termed  the  long  and  the  short  haul,  to  the  attain- 
ment of  a  continuous  passage  from  the  point  of  shipment  to 
the  point  of  destination,  at  a  known  and  published  schedule, 
and,  in  the  language  of  counsel  for  defendants,  ^^  without 
reference  to  the  location  of  those  points  or  the  lines  over 
which  it  is  necessary  for  the  traffic  to  pass,"  to  procuring 
uniformity  of  rates  charged  by  each  company  to  its  patrons, 
and  to  oUier  objects  of  a  similar  nature.  The  act  was  not 
directed  to  the  securing  of  uniformity  of  rates  to  be  charged 
by  competing  companies,  nor  was  there  any  provision  therein 
as  to  a  maximum  or  minimum  of  rates.  Competing  and 
non-connecting  roads  are  not  authorized  by  this  statute  to 
make  an  agreement  like  this  one. 
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As  the  Commerce  Act  does  not  authorize  this  agreement, 
argument  against  a  repeal  by  implication,  of  the  provisions 
of  the  act  which  it  is  alleged  grant  such  authority,  becomes 
ineffective.  There  is  no  repeal  in  the  case,  and  both  statutes 
may  stand,  as  neither  is  inconsistent  with  the  other. 

It  is  plain,  also,  that  an  amendment  of  the  Commerce  Act 
would  not  be  an  appropriate  method  of  enacting  the  legis- 
lation contained  in  the  Trust  Act,  for  the  reason  that  the 
latter  act  includes  other  subjects  in  addition  to  the  contracts 
of  or  combinations  among  railroads,  and  is  addressed  to  the 
[816]  prohibition  of  other  contracts  besides  those  relating 
to  tranq>ortation.  The  omission,  therefore,  to  amend  the 
Commerce  Act  furnishes  no  reason  for  claiming  that  the  later 
statute  does  not  apply  to  railroad  transportaticm.  Although 
the  commerce  statute  may  be  described  as  a  general  code  for 
the  regulation  and  government  of  railroads  upon  the  subjects 
treated  of  thtrein,  it  cannot  be  contended  that  it  furnishes 
a  complete  and  perfect  set  of  rules  and  regulations  which 
are  to  govern  them  in  all  cases,  and  that  any  subsequent  act 
in  relation  to  them  must,  when  passed,  in  effect  amend  or 
repeal  some  provision  of  that  statute.  The  statute  does  not 
cover  all  cases  concerning  transportation  by  railroad  and  all 
oontrads  relating  thereto*  It  does  not  purport  to  cover  such 
an  extensive  field. 

The  existence  of  agreements  similar  to  this  one  may  have 
been  known  to  Congress  at  the  time  it  passed  the  Commerce 
Aet,  although  we  are  not  aware,  from  the  record,  that  an 
agreement  of  this  kind  had  ever  been  made  and  publicly 
known  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Conmierce  Act  Tet  if  it 
had  been  known  to  Congress,  its  omission  to  prohibit  it  at 
that  time,  while  prohibiting  the  pooling  arrangements,  is 
no  reason  for  assuming  that  when  passing  the  Trust  Act  it 
meant  to  except  all  contracts  of  railroad  companies  in  regard 
to  traffic  rates  from  the  operation  of  such  act.  Congress  for 
its  own  reasons,  even  if  aware  of  the  existence  of  such  agree- 
ments, did  not  see  fit  when  it  passed  the  Commerce  Act  to 
prdiubit  them  with  regard  to  railroad  companies  alone,  and 
the  act  was  not  an  appropriate  place  for  general  legislation 
on  the  subject  And  at  that  time,  and  for  several  years  there- 
after, Congress  did  not  think  proper  to  legislate  upon  the 
10870*»^^8.  Doc  111,  S2-1,  vol  ] 
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subject  at  all.  llnally  it  passed  tiiia  Trust  Aok^  and  in  our 
opinion  no  obstacle  te  its  application  to  oontraets  relating  to 
transportation  by  railroads  is  to  be  found  in  the  fact  tiiat 
the  Commerce  Act  had  been  passed  several  years  before,  in 
which  the  entering  into  such  agreements  wis  «ol  in  teaoa 
prohibited. 

It  is  also  urged  that  the  debates  in  Congtess  show  beyond  a 
doubt  tliat  tiie  act  as  passed  does  not  indude  raifatMid&  Ooun- 
[817  J  sel  fbr  the  defendants  refer  in  eonsideraUe  detail  to 
its  history  from  tlie  time  of  its  inttodvetion  in  tixe  Senate  to 
its  final  passage.  As  the  act  originally  passed  tJie  Senate  the 
first  section  was  in  substance  as  it  stands  at  piceest  in  tke 
statute.  On  its  receipt  by  the  House  that  body  proposed  an 
amendm^it,  by  which  it  was  in  terms  made  nnlawfui  to  enter 
into  any  oontraet  fbr  the  purpose  of  preventing  competition 
in  the  transportation  of  persons  or  property.  As  thus 
amended  the  bill  went  back  to  ths  Senate^  which  itself 
amended  the  amendment  by  making  the  act  apply  to  any  such 
contract  as  traided  to  raise  prices  for  transportation  abore 
what  was  just  and  reasonable.  This  amendment  by  the  S^- 
ate  of  the  amendment  proposed  by  the  House  was  disagreed  to 
by  tiiat  body.  The  amendments  were  Uien  conadored  by  con- 
ference committees,  and  tiie  first  conferenoe  oemmHtee  re- 
ported to  each  house  in  favor  of  the  amendment  of  the  Senate. 
This  report  was  disagreed  to  and  another  committee  ap- 
pointed, which  agreed  to  strike  out  both  amendments  uid 
leave  the  bill  as  it  stood  when  it  first  passed  the  Senate,  and 
that  report  was  finally  adopted,  and  the  bill  thus  passed. 

Looking  at  the  debates  during  t^  various  times  when  the 
bill  was  before  the  Senate  and  the  House,  botfi  on  its  original 
passage  by  the  Senate  and  upon  the  report  from  the  oonfor- 
once  committees,  it  is  seen  that  various  views  were  declared  in 
regard  to  the  legal  import  of  the  act  Some  of  Am  membos 
of  the  House  wanted  it  placed  heycmd  doubt  ot  cavil  thnt  con- 
tracts in  relation  to  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property 
were  included  in  the  bill.  Some  thought  the  amendmefit  un- 
necessary as  the  language  of  the  act  already  co^vered  it^  and 
some  refused  to  vote  for  the  amendment  or  for  the  bill  if  the 
amendments  were  adopted  en  the  ground  that  H  vorid  then 
interfere  with  the  Interstate  Commeree  Act,  and  UmA  to  ere- 
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ate  oonfosioft  utoHh^  mMning  ^  «adi  act.  Stftfttor  Hoar 
(irfao  wasa  nmnber  of  die  first  oonmiittes  of  oQn&renoe  from 
the  Seiiirtie),  wiien  rep<wtbig  the  dmoU  airmd  at  by  the  judi- 
ciiury  oonmuttee  recotnmeDding  die  adoption  of  the  House 
ameadfioe&t,  said:  ^^The  other  ekusB  of  the  Home  amend- 
inent  is  that  oodtraets  or  agrMinetitB  entesed  into  for  tiie  par- 
po9»  of  [918]  prerentiiig  c(»npetit»>n  in  the  transportatieD 
of  persems  or  property  from  one  State  or  Territory  into  an- 
other diali  be  deemed  unfanrfuL  That,  the  committee  reoom- 
mend  shall  be  concurred  in.  We  suppose  that  it  a  aiteady 
eavenred  by  the  hill  ms  it  stands;  that  is,  that  traasportation  is 
as  mtidi  trade  cv  oemmeroe  among  the  several  States  as  the 
sale  of  goocto  m  one  State  to  be  oMirerod  in  another,  and, 
therefore,  that  it  is  covered  already  by  the  bill  as  it  stands. 
But  tilers  is  no  harm  in  agreeing  in  an  amendment  which  ex- 
pressly describes  it,  and  an  objection  to  the  amendment  might 
be  construed  as  if  the  Senate  did  not  mean  te  incfaede  it;  so 
we  let  it  stand." 

Looking  simply  at  the  history  of  the  bill  from  the  time  it 
was  introduced  in  the  Senate  until  it  was  finally  passed,  it 
wotdd  be  impOBsible  to  say  what  were  the  views  of  a  majority 
of  the  members  of  eadi  house  in  relation  to  the  meanii^  of 
the  act  It  cannot  be  said  that  a  majority  of  both  bosses  did 
not  agree  with  Senator  Hoar  in  his  views  as  to  the  construc- 
tion to  be  given  to  the  act  as  it  passed  tile  Senate.  All  Hbat 
can  be  determined  from  the  debates  and  reporteis  that  various 
members  had  various  views,  and  we  aro  left  to  determine  tiie 
meaning  of  this  act,  as  we  dcA^mine  the  meaning  of  other 
acts,  from  the  language  used  therein. 

Thei:^  is,  too,  a  general  aoquiescenoo  in  the  doctrine  that 
debates  in  Gongrees  are  not  appropriate  sources  of  informa- 
tion from  whieh  to  discover  tfao  meaning  of  the  language  of  a 
stetute  passed  by  that  body.  United  States  v.  Union  Paeip) 
Railroad  Oompmy^  91  U.  S.  72,  79;  Aldndge  v.  WUMams^ 
8  How.  9,  94,  Taney,  Chief  Justice;  MitcheU  v.  Oreat  Works 
Mailing  <6  Marmfacturing  Company^  2  Story,  648, 6S8 ;  Queen 
V.  Hertford  College^  8  Q.  B.  D.  698, 707. 

The  i^eason  is  that  it  is  impossible  to  determine  with  cer- 
tainty what  construction  was  put  upon  an  act  by  the  members 
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of  a  legicdatiye  body  that  passed  it  by  resorting  to  the 
speeches  of  individual  members  thereof.  Those  who  did  not 
speak  may  not  have  agreed  with  those  who  did;  and  those 
who  spoke  might  differ  from  each  other;  the  result  being 
that  the  only  proper  way  to  construe  a  legislative  act  is  from 
the  language  used  in  the  act,  and,  upon  occasion,  by  a  resort 
[819]  to  the  history  of  the  times  when  it  was  passed.  (Cases 
cited,  9upra.)  If  such  resort  be  had,  we  are  still  unable  to  see 
that  the  railroads  were  not  intended  to  be  included  in  this 
legislation. 

It  is  said  that  Congress  had  very  different  matters  in  view 
and  very  different  objects  to  accomplish  in  the  passage  of  the 
act  in  question ;  that  a  number  of  combinations  in  the  form  of 
trusts  and  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade  were  to  be  found 
throughout  the  country,  and  that  it  was  impossible  for  the 
state  governments  to  successfully  cope  with  them  because  of 
their  commercial  character  and  of  their  business  extension 
through  the  different  States  of  the  Union.  Among  these 
trusts  it  was  said  in  Congress  were  the  Beef  Trust,  the  Stand- 
ard Oil  Trust,  the  Steel  Trust,  the  Barbed  Fence  Wire  Trust, 
the  Sugar  Trust,  the  Cordage  Trust,  the  Cotton  Seed  Oil 
Trust,  the  Whiskey  Trust  and  many  others,  and  these  trusts 
it  was  stated  had  assumed  an  importance  and  had  acquired  a 
power  which  were  dangerous  to  the  whole  country,  and  that 
their  existence  was  directly  antagonistic  to  its  peace  and  pros- 
perity. To  combinations  and  conspiracies  of  this  kind  it  is 
contended  that  the  act  in  question  was  directed,  and  not  to 
the  combinations  of  competing  railroads  to  keep  up  their 
prices  to  a  reasonable  sum  for  the  transportation  of  persons 
and  property.  It  is  true  that  many  and  various  trusts  were 
in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  it  was 
probably  sought  to  cover  them  by  the  provisions  of  the  act 
Many  of  them  had  rendered  themselve  offensive  by  the  man- 
ner in  which  they  exercised  the  great  power  that  combined 
capital  gave  them.  But  a  further  investigation  of  ^^  the  his- 
tory of  the  times ''  shows  also  that  those  trusts  were  not  the 
only  associations  controlling  a  great  combination  of  capital 
which  had  caused  complaint  at  the  manner  in  which  their 
business  was  conducted.  There  were  many  and  loud  com* 
plaints  from  some  portions  of  the  public  regarding  the  rail- 
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roads  and  the  prices  they  were  charging  for  the  service  they 
rendered,  and  it  was  alleged  that  the  prices  for  the  transpor- 
tation of  persons  and  articles  of  commerce  were  unduly  and 
improperly  enhanced  by  combinations  among  the  different 
[8S0]  roads.  Whether  these  complaints  were  well  or  ill 
founded  we  do  not  presume  at  this  time  and  under  these  cir- 
cumstances to  determine  or  to  discuss.  It  is  simply  for  the 
purpose  of  answering  the  statement  that  it  was  only  to  trusts 
of  the  nature  above  set  forth  that  this  legislaticm  was  di- 
rected, that  the  subject  of  the  opinions  of  the  people  in  regard 
to  the  actions  of  the  railroad  companies  in  this  particular  is 
referred  ta  A  reference  to  this  history  of  the  times  does  not, 
as  we  think,  furnish  us  with  any  strong  reason  for  believing 
that  it  was  only  trusts  that  were  in  the  minds  of  the  members 
of  Congress,  and  that  railroads  and  their  manner  of  doing 
business  were  wholly  excluded  therefrom. 

Our  attention  is  also  called  to  one  of  the  rules  for  the  con- 
strudion  of  statutes  which  has  been  approved  by  this  court; 
that  while  it  is  the  duty  of  courts  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of 
the  legislature  from  the  words  used  in  the  statute  and  the 
subject-matter  to  which  it  relates,  there  is  an  equal  duty  to 
restrict  the  meaning  of  general  words,  whenever  it  is  found 
neces^ury  to  do  so  in  order  to  carry  out  the  legislative  intent 
Brewer  v.  Blougher^  14  Pet  178,  198;  Petri  v.  Commeroial 
Bank  of  Chioago,  142  U.  S.  644,  650;  McKee  v.  United 
States^  164  U.  S.  287.  It  is  therefore  urged  that  if,  by  a  strict 
construdion  of  the  language  of  this  statute  it  may  be  made  to 
include  railroads,  yet  it  is  evident  from  other  considerations 
now  to  be  mentioned  that  the  real  meaning  of  the  legislature 
would  not  include  them,  and  they  must  for  that  reason  be 
excluded.  It  is  said  that  this  meaning  is  plainly  to  be  in- 
ferred, because  of  fundamental  differences  both  in  an  eco- 
nomic way  and  before  the  law  between  trade  and  manufac- 
ture on  the  one  hand,  and  railroad  transportation  on  the  other. 
Among  these  differences  are  the  public  character  of  railroad 
business,  and  as  a  result  the  peculiar  power  of  control  and 
regulation  possessed  by  the  State  over  railroad  companie& 
The  trader  or  manufacturer,  on  the  other  hand,  carries  on  an 
entirely  private  business,  and  can  sell  to  whom  he  pleases;  he 
may  charge  different  prices  for  the  same  article  to  different 
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individuali;  he  may  duMege  m  mvtdk  at  he  can  gefc  for  the 
article  IB  whieh  he  deals,  wheiker  the  prios  be  nesouehlfi  or 
[SSI]  imreaacHmble;  he  may  eaake  euck  dieeriaipiiiittioB  in 
hie  businofls  as  he  chooses,  aod  he  may  eseoe  io  do  any  bnsi- 
ness  whsnever  his  choioe  lass  in  that  dieeetieii;  while,  en  ttue 
cantraiy,  a  railroad  esnpany  must  transpeirt  all  persona  and 
property  that  come  to  it,  and  it  must  do  ao  at  due  same  prios 
for  the  same  serrioe,  and  the  ^ee  must  be  reasonaUe,  and  it 
cannot  at  its  will  diaeositinije  its  business.  It  is  also  urged 
that  there  are  evils  arising  from  unreatricted  oompetitien  in 
regard  to  railreads  which  do  not  exist  in  regard  to  any  ether 
kiad  of  property,  that  it  is  so  admitted  by  the  latest  and  best 
writers  on  tiie  subject,  and  that  practical  ei^erittioe  of  the 
reaalts  of  anrestrictod  eompefciition  among  railroads  tends 
directly  to  the  same  view ;  liiat  the  di€erenoa  between  rail- 
road property  on  the  cue  hand,  aakd  all  other  kufeda  of  prop- 
erty CD.  the  <^er  hand,  is  ao  |dain  that  entirely  dafleeent  eco- 
nnosic  resulto  foUow  from  unreetriotod  oempetitton  among 
raikoadafroin  thoao  which  obtain  ia  n^^ard  to  all  other  kinds 
ol  businesa  It  is  alao  said  that  the  contamporattaoBS  indna- 
trial  history  of  the  eountry,  (he  legal  aiteation  i»  regard  to 
raihoad  properties  at  the  time  ol  the  eBodattent  ef  this 
atatnte,  its  legialatiTe  history,  the  ancient  and  conataatiiy 
maintained  diffanont  legal  effect  and  policy  Mgarding  rail- 
way transpcHintion  and  ordinary  trade  and  mannfacbire, 
together  vfHh  a  just  regard  for  interests  of  such  enonsous 
magnitude  as  are  repreaentnd  by  the  railroads  of  tiie  eonatry, 
all  tend  to  show  that  Congress  in  passmg  the  Ajdi-Tnist  Aist 
never  could  have  caelemplated  the  inohisioii  of  railroads 
within  its  proviaicns.  It  is,  theraf ore,  claifaad  to  be  the  duly 
of  the  court,  in  carrjring  out  the  rule  of  statutory  eonstruc- 
tkn,  above  stated,  to  restrict  the  aaeaning  of  these  general 
wotdB  of  the  statute  which  would  include  raifaraads,  beeanse, 
from  tjbe  oonoderaticNQs  above  mentioned,  it  is  plain  that 
Congress  n&ver  intended  that  railroads  dmuld  be  infifaided. 
Maiqr  of  (he  foregoing  assertions  aeiay  be  well  fonnded, 
while  at  the  same  time  the  oorvectness  of  the  candjasions 
seui^t  to  be  drawn  therefrom  need  not  be  oonoeded.  The 
points  of  difference  bet^Bveen  the  railreed  and  other  corfian- 
tions  ane  many  and  great    It  cannot  be  disputed  that  a  rail- 
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road  [822]  is  a  public  corporatioii,  and  ite  biisiii68s  pertains 
to  aad  greatly  affeets  die  puUic,  and  that  it  i»  of  a  public 
natuito.  The  oompaay  may  not  charge  imreasonable  prices 
for  tcansportatioo,  nor  eaA  it  Eiake  unjust  discrininatiooS) 
nor  eeket  its  patnxis,  uimt  ge  out  of  business  when  it  chooses, 
whife  a  iveiie  trading  or  manufarturing  compm;^  may  do  all 
thead  thiagBi  But  the  very  £aet  of  the  public  character  of  a 
railiMiad  would  itself  seem  to  caU  for  special  care  by  tJoe  l^is- 
lariiUDe  in  iwgard  to  its  ccmduet,  so  that  its  business  should  be 
carried  on  with  as  nkuch  reference  to  the  proper  and  fair  in- 
tttpesta  of  the  public  as  possible.  While  the  points  of  differ- 
ence just  menticmed  and  othi»«  do  exist  between  tibwa  two 
clasees  of  cerporatioas,  it  must  be  remembered  they  have  also 
same  pmnts  of  resemblaaee.  Trading,  manufacturing  and 
railroad  eoniHHratiAns  ace  all  engaged  in  the  transaction  of 
buauiaea  with  n^gard  to  articles  of  trade  and  oomuMroi,  each 
in  ite  special  sphere,  either  in  manufacturing  or  trading  in 
commodities  or  in  their  transportation  by  raiL  A  contract 
sMOPg  those  engaged  ni  the  latter  business  by  which  Uie 
prioee  far  the  tranaportaticm  id  commodities  traded  in  or 
maiMilaetured  by  the  otibers  is  greatly  enhanced  from  what 
it  otherwise  would  be  if  free  competiticm  were  the  rule,  af- 
lecto  and  to  a  certain  ^ctent  restricts  trade  and  commerce, 
and  affeets  the  price  ol  the  commodity.  Of  this  there  can 
bo  no  question.  Manui^turing  or  trading  companies  may 
idso  aJEeet  prices  by  joining  together  in  forming  a  trust  or 
other  eomlanaticfit  and  by  meking  agreements  in  restraint  of 
trade  eAd  cemm^^ee,  which  when  carried  out  affect  the  in- 
terests of  the  public  Why  shoi^  not  a  railroad  company 
be  included  in  general  legislatioii  aimed  at  the  prevention  of 
that  kind  of  agreement  made  in  restraint  of  trade,  which 
may  exist  in  aU  ooBoqpanieSi  which  is  substantially  of  tiiesame 
nature  whenever  found,  and  whifib  tends  very  much  towards 
the  same  resttlti>  whether  put  in  practice  by  a  trading  and 
manulaeturing  or  by  a  railroad  company!  It  is  true  the 
resuUs  ol  trusta,  mr  comhinaiions  of  that  nature,  may  be  dif- 
feittni  Vi  different  kinds  of  corporations^  and  yet  they  all 
faave  an  esasotial  similarity,  and  have  been  induced  by  mo- 
tives of  individual  oit  corporate  aggran-  [828]  disement  as 
against  the  public  interest    In  bnsineeB  or  trading  combi- 
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nations  tfaey  may  even  temporarily,  or  perhaps  permanently, 
reduce  the  price  of  the  article  traded  in  or  manufactured, 
by  reducing  the  expense  inseparable  from  the  running  of 
many  different  companies  f6r  the  same  purpose.  Trade  or 
commerce  under  those  circumstances  may  nevertheless  be 
badly  and  unfortunately  restrained  by  driving  out  of  busi- 
ness the  small  dealers  and  worthy  men  whose  lives  have  been 
spent  therein,  and  who  might  be  unable  to  readjust  them- 
selves to  their  altered  surroundings.  Mere  reduction  in  the 
price  of  the  commodity  dealt  in  might  be  dearly  paid  for 
by  the  ruin  of  such  a  class,  and  the  absorption  of  control  over 
one  commodity  by  an  all-powerful  combination  of  capital. 
In  any  great  and  extended  change  in  the  manner  or  method 
of  doing  business  it  seems  to  be  an  inevitable  necessity  that 
distress  and,  perhaps,  ruin  shall  be  its  accompaniment  in  re- 
gard to  some  of  those  who  were  engaged  in  the  old  methods. 
A  change  from  stage  coaches  and  canal  boats  to  railroads 
threw  at  once  a  large  number  of  men  out  of  employment; 
changes  from  hand  labor  to  that  of  machinery,  and  from 
operating  machinery  by  hand  to  the  application  of  steam  for 
such  purpose,  leave  behind  them,  for  the  time  a  number  of 
men  who  mugt  seek  other  avenues  of  livelihood.  These  are 
misfortunes  which  seem  to  be  the  necessary  accompaniment 
of  all  great  industrial  changes.  It  takes  time  to  effect  a  re- 
adjustment of  industrial  life  so  that  those  who  are  thrown 
out  of  their  old  employment,  by  reason  of  such  changes  as 
we  have  spoken  of,  may  find  opportunities  for  labor  in  other 
departments  than  those  to  which  they  have  been  accustomed. 
It  is  a  misfortune,  but  yet  in  such  cases  it  seems  to  be  the 
inevitable  accompaniment  of  change  and  improvement 

It  is  wholly  different,  however,  when  such  changes  are 
effected  by  combinations  of  capital,  whose  purpose  in  com- 
bining is  to  control  the  production  or  manufacture  of  any 
particular  article  in  the  market,  and  by  such  control  dictate 
the  price  at  which  the  article  shall  be  sold,  the  effect  being 
to  drive  out  of  business  all  the  small  dealers  in  the  commodity 
and  to  render  the  public  subject  to  the  decision  of  the  com- 
[884]  bination  as  to  what  price  shall  be  paid  for  the  article. 
In  this  light  it  is  not  material  that  the  price  of  an  article 
may  be  lowered.    It  is  in  the  power  of  the  combination  to 
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raise  it,  and  the  result  in  any  event  is  unfortunate  for  the 
country  by  depriving  it  of  the  services  of  a  large  number  of 
small  but  independent  dealers  who  were  familiar  with  the 
business  and  who  had  spent  their  lives  in  it,  and  who  sup- 
ported themselves  and  their  families  from  the  small  profits 
realized  therein.  Whether  they  be  able  to  find  other  avenues 
to  earn  their  livelihood  is  not  so  material,  because  it  is  not  for 
the  real  prosperity  of  any  country  that  such  dianges  should 
occur  which  result  in  transferring  an  independent  business 
man,  the  head  of  his  establishment,  small  though  it  mi^t 
be,  into  a  mere  servant  or  agent  of  a  corporation  for  selling 
the  commodities  which  he  once  manufactured  or  dealt  in, 
having  no  voice  in  shaping  the  business  policy  of  the  com- 
pany and  bound  to  obey  orders  issued  by  others.  Nor  is  it 
for  the  substantial  interests  of  the  country  that  any  one  com- 
modity should  be  within  the  sole  power  and  subject  to  the 
sole  will  of  one  powerful  combination  of  capital,  Ckmgress 
has,  so  far  as  its  jurisdiction  extends,  prohibited  all  con- 
tracts or  combinations  in  the  form  of  trusts  entered  into  for 
the  purpose  of  restraining  trade  and  conmierce.  The  re- 
sults naturally  flowing  from  a  contract  or  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  conmierce,  when  entered  into  by  a  manu- 
facturing or  trading  company  such  as  above  stated,  while 
differing  somewhat  from  those  which  may  follow  a  contract 
to  keep  up  transportation  rates  by  railroads,  are  neverthe- 
less of  the  same  nature  and  kind,  and  the  contracts  them- 
selves do  not  so  far  differ  in  their  nature  that  they  may  not 
all  be  treated  alike  and  be  condemned  in  common.  It  is  en- 
tirely appropriate  generally  to  subject  corporations  or  per- 
sons engaged  in  trading  or  manufacturing  to  different  rules 
from  those  applicable  to  railroads  in  their  transportation 
business;  but  when  the  evil  to  be  remedied  is  similar  in  both 
kinds  of  corporations,  such  as  contracts  which  are  unquestion- 
ably in  restraint  of  trade,  we  see  no  reason  why  similar  rules 
should  not  be  promulgated  in  regard  to  both,  and  both  be 
covered  in  the  same  [826]  statute  by  general  language  suffi- 
ciently broad  to  include  them  both.  We  see  nothing  either 
in  cont^nporaneous  history,  in  the  legal  situation  at  the  time 
of  the  passage  of  the  statute,  in  its  legislative  history,  or  in 
any  general  difference  in  the  nature  or  kind  of  these  trading 
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or  manu&ctfurix^;  oompaaies  from  railroad  oompanieB, 
which  would  lead  us  to  the  eostelufiioQ  that  it  caimot  be  sap- 
pofied  the  kgialature  in  prohibiting  the  making  of  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade  intended  to  indude  railroads  within 
the  pnrriew  of  that  act 

Neither  is  the  statute,  in  our  judgment,  so  waoertain  in  its 
meaning,  or  its  language  so  vague,  that  it  oi:^ht  not  to  be  held 
applicable  to  railroads.  It  proh&its  eoid^racts,  combinadons, 
etc^  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce.  Transporting  com- 
modities is  oommerce,  and  if  from  one  State  to  or  throu^ 
another  it  is  interstate  eommusrce.  To  be  reached  by  the 
Federal  flbatute  it  miKst  be  eonunerce  among  the  aeveral 
Stetes  or  with  foreign  nations.  When  the  aot  prohMnte  oon- 
tracto  in  restraint  of  trade  or  eonmeroe,  the  plain  wfiaiiing 
of  the  languaga  used  includes  oontraets  which  update  to  either 
or  both  subjects.  Both  trade  and  eommerce  ace  induded  so 
long  as  each  relates  to  that  which  is  intarstote  or  foreign. 
Transportotion  of  cwunodities  amos^  the  several  States  or 
with  foreign  nations  falls  within  the  descrif^cm  of  the  words 
of  the  stetute  with  regard  to  that  sirii>jact,  and  there  is  also 
included  im  that  languaipB  that  kind  of  tre^  in  commodities 
among  the  States  w  with  foreign  nations  whidi  is  not  eon- 
fined  to  their  mere  transporteUon.  It  includes  their  purdiase 
and  sale.  Precisely  at  what  point  in  the  course  of  the  trade 
in  or  manufactora  of  commodities  the  statute  may  have  effect 
up<m  ihexxii  or  upon  contracte relaiing  to  them,im^  be  scune- 
what  difficult  to  determine,  but  interstate  tran^ortaticm 
preseute  no  difficultiea  In  United  States  y.  E.  C.  Kvight 
Cq.  1M  U.  S.  1,  heretofore  cited,  it  was  in  substance  held, 
reiterating  the  language  of  Mr.  Justioe  Lamar  in  Kidi  v. 
P6aT909^  128  U.  Su  1,  that  the  intent  to  manufacture  or 
export  a  mumfactured  article  to  foreign  nations  or  to  send 
it  to  another  Stete  did  not  det^mine  the  time  when  the 
article  or  product  passed  from  the  control  of  the  State  and 
[836]  belonged  to  commerce.  The  difficulty  in  detaneouung 
that  question,  however,  is  no  reason  f cmt  densring  effect  to  lan- 
guage which^  by  ite  terms,  plainly  includes  the  transportation 
of  commodities  among  the  several  Stetes  or  witli  foreign  na- 
tions, and  which  may  alao'be  the  subjjoct  of  contracts  or 
combinations  in  restraint  of  such  commerce.    The  difficulty 
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of  the  subject,  to  far  as  the  trade  in  or  the  manufaetnre  of 
oettunodiiies  is  oMMenied,  artsfis  tnjm  the  limited  eoiitrol 
mhkik  Congress  has  over  the  matter  of  trade  or  manufareture. 
It  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Lamar  in  Kidd  v.  Person 
(supra) :  ^^  If  it  be  held  that  the  tupm  "  (oommeroe)  ^  in- 
cludes tlM  regulation  of  all  sudi  manufactures  as  are  intended 
to  be  the  subject  at  conasnereial  traasaetMBS  in  the  future,  it 
is  impossible  to  deny  that  it  w^d  also  include  tine  produetiye 
industries  that  oontemi^^;e  the  saeae  thm^  The  result 
would  be  that  Congress  would  be  invested,  to  the  esdusion  of 
the  States,  with  tbb  power  to  regulate,  not  only  manuf aetturas, 
but  also  agi^cttlture,  hcHiiettlture,  stock  raising,  dimiestic  fish- 
eries and  mining'^in  short,  oT^ry  branch  of  human  industry." 

In  the  KfUffkt  Oompanjf  ea#e  (wpra)  it  was  said  that  this 
statute  npplied  to  monopolies  im  restraint  of  interrtate  or  in- 
ternational trade  or  emuneroe,  and  not  to  monopolies  in  the 
BMuanfacture  erven  ol  a  necessary  of  Kfe.  It  is  readily  seen 
from  these  cases  that  if  the  act  do  not  apply  to  the  transpor- 
tation ol  oemmodxties  by  ndlreads  :&:om  one  State  to  another 
or  to  foreign  nations,  its  appUc^ion  is  so  gneatly  limAted  that 
the  whole  aet  mi|^  aa  wdl  be  held  inoperatiTeL 

Still  anotiier  ground  for  hcdding  the  act  inapplicable  is 
mged,  and  that  is  that  the  language  covers  only  contracts  or 
combinations  like  trusts  or  tiiose  which,  while  not  exaotly 
tnets,  are  otlMrwiae  of  the  same  form  or  nature.  This  is 
clearly  not  so. 

Wldle  the  statute  prohibits  all  ccMuhuEiaticms  in  the  f  onn  of 
toasts  or  etherwias,  the  limitation  is  not  confined  to  that  form 
alone.  All  comlnnations  whidh  are  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce  are  prohibited,  whethw  in  the  form  of  trusts  or  in 
any  other  form  whatever. 

We  think,  after  a  careful  examination,  that  the  statute 
[887]  covers,  and  was  intended  to  ootot,  oommon  carriers  by 
railroad. 

Second.  The  neart  question  to  be  discussed  is  as  to  what  is 
the  true  construction  of  the  statute,  asauming  that  it  applies 
to  common  carriers  by  railroad.  What  is  the  meaning  oi  the 
laagnage  as  need  in  the  statute,  that  ^^  every  contract,  eom- 
faination  in  the  iojm  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspira^  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  eommerce  among  the  several  States  or 
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with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal^  t  Ib 
it  confined  to  a  contract  or  combination  which  is  only  in na- 
reasonable  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,  or  does  it  indnde 
what  the  language  of  the  act  plainly  and  in  terms  covers,  all 
contracts  of  that  nature! 

We  are  asked  to  regard  the  titie  of  this  act  as  indicative  of 
its  purpose  to  include  only  those  contracts  which  were  un- 
lawful at  conmion  law,  but  which  require  the  sanction  of  a 
Federal  statute  in  order  to  be  dealt  with  in  a  Federal  court 
It  is  said  that  when  terms  which  are  known  to  the  common 
law  are  used  in  a  Federal  statute  those  terms  are  to  be  given 
the  same  meaning  that  they  received  at  common  law,  and 
that  when  the  language  of  the  titie  is  ^^  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  it 
means  those  restraints  and  monopolies  which  the  common  law 
regarded  as  unlawful,  and  which  were  to  be  prohibited  by 
the  Federal  statute.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  language 
used  in  the  title  refers  to  and  includes  and  was  intended  to 
include  those  restraints  and  monopolies  which  are  made  un- 
lawful in  the  body  of  the  statute.  It  is  to  the  statute  itself 
that  resort  must  be  had  to  learn  the  meaning  thereof,  though 
a  resort  to  the  title  here  creates  no  doubt  about  the  meaning 
of  and  does  not  alter  the  plain  language  contained  in  its  text 

It  is  now  with  much  amplification  of  argument  urged  that 
the  statute,  in  declaring  illegal  every  combination  in  the  form 
of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce,  does  not  mean  what  the  language  used  therein 
plainly  imports,  but  that  it  only  means  to  declare  illegal  any 
such  contract  which  is  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade, 
while  leaving  all  others  unaffected  by  the  provisions  of  the 
[828]  act;  that  the  conmion  law  meaning  of  the  term  ^  con- 
tract in  restraint  of  trade  "  includes  only  such  contracts  as 
are  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  and  when  that  term  is 
used  in  the  Federal  statute  it  is  not  intended  to  include  all 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  but  only  those  which  are  in 
unreasonable  restraint  thereof. 

The  term  is  not  of  such  limited  signification.  Contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade  have  been  known  and  spoken  of  for 
hundreds  of  years  both  in  England  and  in  this  country,  and 
the  term  includes  all  kinds  of  those  contracts  which  in  fact 
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restraiii  or  maj  restrain  trade.  Some  of  such  contracts  have 
been  held  void  and  unenforceable  in  the  courts  by  reason  of 
their  restraint  being  unreasonable,  while  others  have  been 
held  valid  because  they  were  not  of  that  nature.  A  contract 
may  be  in  restraint  of  trade  and  still  be  valid  at  common  law» 
Althou^  valid,  it  is  nevertheless  a  contract  in  restraint  of 
trade,  and  would  be  so  described  either  at  common  law  or 
elsewhere.  By  the  simple  use  of  the  term  '' contract  in  re- 
straint of  trade,"  all  contracts  of  that  nature,  whether  valid 
or  otherwise,  would  be  included,  and  not  alone  that  kind  of 
contract  which  was  invalid  and  unenforceable  as  being  in 
unreasonable  restraint  of  trade.  When,  therefore,  the  body 
of  an  act  pronounces  as  illegal  every  contract  or  combination 
in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States, 
etc.,  the  plain  and  ordinary  meaning  of  such  language  is  not 
limited  to  that  kind  of  contract  alone  which  is  in  unreason- 
able restraint  of  trade,  but  all  contracts  are  included  in  such 
language,  and  no  exception  or  limitation  can  be  added  with- 
out placing  in  the  act  that  which  has  been  omitted  by 
Congress. 

Proceeding,  however,  upon  the  theory  that  the  statute  did 
not  mean  what  its  plain  language  imported,  and  that  it  in- 
tended in  its  prohibition  to  denoimce  as  illegal  only  those 
contracts  which  were  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  the 
courts  below  have  made  an  exhaustive  investigation  as  to  the 
general  rules  which  guide  courts  in  declaring  contracts  to  be 
void  as  being  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  therefore  against  the 
public  policy  of  the  country.  In  the  course  of  their  discussion 
[339]  of  that  subject  they  have  shown  that  there  has  been  a 
gradual  though  great  alteration  in  the  extent  of  the  liberty 
granted  to  the  vendor  of  property  in  agreeing,  as  part  con- 
sideration for  his  sale,  not  to  enter  into  the  same  kind  of  busi- 
ness for  a  certain  time  or  within  a  certain  territory.  So  long 
as  the  sale  was  the  hona  iide  consideration  for  the  promise 
and  was  not  made  a  mere  excuse  for  an  evasion  of  the  rule 
itself,  the  later  authorities,  both  in  England  and  in  this  coun- 
try, exhibit  a  strong  tendency  towards  enabling  the  parties  to 
make  such  a  contract  in  relation  to  the  sale  of  property,  in- 
cluding an  agreement  not  to  enter  into  the  same  kind  of  busi- 
ness, as  they  may  think  proper,  and  this  with  the  view  to 
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granting  to  n  rendor  thtt  freest  oppdrtunity  to  obtain  the 
largest  oonsideration  for  the  sate  of  tliat  niuch  is  Ida  own. 
A  contract  which  »  the  mer»  accompaniment  of  the  sale  of 
property 9  and  thns  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  esyhoncing 
the  price  at  which  the  vendor  sells  it^  which  in  ef  ect  is  col- 
lateral to  sndi  sale,  and  where  the  main  purpose  of  the  whole 
contract  is  accomplished  by  sudi  sale,  might  not  be  isdnded, 
within  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  statute  in  question.  But  we 
cannot  see  how  the  statute  can  be  limited,  as  it  has  been  by 
the  courts  below,  without  reading  into  its  text  an  exception 
whidi  alters  the  natural  meaning  of  ihe  language  used,  and 
that,  too,  upon  a  most  material  point,  and  wh«re  no  sufficient 
reason  is  i^own  for  believing  that  such  alteration  would 
make  the  statute  more  in  accord  with  the  intent  of  the  law- 
making body  that  enacted  it 

The  great  stress  of  the  argument  for  the  defendants  on  this 
branch  of  the  case  has  been  to  show,  if  possible,  some  reason 
in  the  attendant  circumstances,  or  some  fact  existing  in  the 
nature  of  railroad  property  and  business  upon  wjiich  to  found 
the  claim,  that  ahliough  by  the  language  of  the  statute  agree- 
ments or  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  are 
included,  the  statute  really  ineans  to  declare  illegal  only  those 
contracts,  etc.,  which  are  in  unreasonable  restrain  of  trade. 
In  order  to  do  this  the  defendants  call  attention  to  many  facts 
which  they  have  already  referred  to  in  their  argument,  upon 
the  point  that  railroads  were  not  included  at  all  in  the  statute. 
They  again  draw  attention  to  the  fact  of  the  per  uliar  nature 
of  [880]  railroad  property.  When  a  railroad  is  once  built,  it 
is  said,  it  must  be  kept  in  operation ;  it  must  transport  prop- 
erty, when  necessary  in  order  to  keep  its  business,  at  the 
smallest  price  and  for  the  narrowest  profit,  or  even  for  no 
profit,  provided  running  expenses  can  be  paid,  rather  than  not 
to  do  the  work;  that  railroad  property  cannot  be  altered  for 
use  for  any  other  purpose,  at  least  without  such  loss  as  may 
fairly  be  called  destructive;  that  competition  while,  perhaps, 
right  and  proper  in  other  business,  simply  leads  in  railroad 
business  to  financial  ruin  and  insolvency,  and  to  the  operation 
of  the  road  by  receivers  in  the  interest  of  its  creditors  instead 
of  in  that  of  its  owners  and  the  public ;  that  a  contest  between 
a  receiver  of  an  insolvent  corporation  and  one  which  is  still 
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solvent  tends  to  ruin  the  ktter  compciiiy)  while  being  of  no 
benefit  to  the  former;  that  a  receiver  k  <ml7  bound  to  pay 
operating  expenses,  00  he  can  compete  witii  the  sdvent  eom- 
pany  and  oblige  it  to  come  down  to  prices  incompatible  with 
any  profit  for  the  WOTk  done,  and  until  rain  overtakes  it  to 
the  destruction  of  innocent  stockholders  and  the  inpairment 
of  the  public  interesKB. 

To  the  question  why  competition  should  necessarily  be  con* 
ducted  to  such  an  extent  as  to  result  in  this  relentless  and 
continued  war,  to  eventuate  only  in  the  financial  ruin  of  one 
or  all  of  the  ccNOfipanies  indulging  in  it,  the  answer  is  made 
that  if  C(Hnpeting  railroad  companies  be  left  subject  to  the 
sway  of  free  and  unrestricted  competition  the  results  above 
foTOshadowed  necessarily  happen  from  the  nature  of  the  case; 
that  competition  being  tiie  rule,  each  company  will  seek  busi- 
ness to  the  extent  of  its  power,  and  will  underbid  its  rival  in 
order  to  get  the  business,  and  such  underbidding  will  act  and 
reat^t  upon  each  company  until  the  prices  are  so  reduced  as  to 
make  it  impossible  to  prosper  or  live  under  them;  that  it  is 
too  much  to  ask  of  human  nature  for  one  company  to  insist 
upon  charges  sufBciently  high  to  afford  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation, and  while  doing  so  to  see  its  patrons  leave  for  rival 
roads  who  are  obtaining  its  business  by  offering  less  rates  for 
doing  it  than  can  be  afforded  and  a  fair  profit  obtained  there- 
irom.  Sooner  than  experience  ruin  from  mere  inanition, 
efforts  will  [881]  be  made  in  the  direction  of  meeting  the  un- 
derbidding of  its  rival  until  both  shall  end  in  ruin.  ITie  only 
refuge,  it  is  said,  from  this  wretched  end  lies  in  the  power  of 
competing  roads  agreeing  among  themselves  to  keep  up 
prices  for  transportation  to  such  sums  as  shall  be  reasonable 
in  themselves,  so  that  companies  may  be  allowed  to  save  them- 
selves from  themselves,  and  to  agree  not  to  attack  each  other, 
but  to  keep  up  reasonable  and  living  rates  for  the  services 
performed.  It  is  said  that  as  railroads  have  a  right  to  charge 
reasonable  rates  it  must  follow  that  a  contract  among  them- 
selves to  keep  up  their  charges  to  that  extent  is  valid. 
Viewed  in  the  light  of  all  these  facts  it  is  broadly  and  con- 
fidently asserted  that  it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  Congress 
or  any  other  intelligent  and  honest  legislative  body  could  ever 
have  intended  to  include  all  contracts  or  combinations  in  re- 
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straint  of  trade,  and  as  a  consequence  thereof  to  prohibit  com- 
peting railways  from  agreeing  among  themselves  to  keep  up 
prices  for  transportation  to  such  a  rate  as  should  be  fair  and 
reasonable. 

These  arguments  it  must  be  confessed  bear  with  mudi 
force  upon  the  policy  of  an  act  which  should  prevent  a  gen- 
eral  agreement  upon  the  question  of  rates  among  competing 
railroad  companies  to  the  extent  simply  of  maintaining 
those  rates  which  were  reasonable  and  fair. 

There  is  another  side  to  this  question,  however,  and  it  may 
not  be  amiss  to  refer  to  one  or  two  facts  which  tend  to  some- 
what modify  and  alter  the  light  in  which  the  subject  should 
be  regarded.  If  only  that  kind  of  contract  which  is  in  unrea- 
sonable restraint  of  trade  be  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  declared  therein  to  be  illegal,  it  is  at  once  apparent 
that  the  subject  of  what  is  a  reasonable  rate  is  attended  with 
great  uncertainty.  What  is  a  proper  standard  by  which  to 
judge  the  fact  of  reasonable  rates?  Must  the  rate  be  so  hig^ 
as  to  enable  the  return  for  the  whole  business  done  to  amount 
to  a  sum  sufficient  to  afford  the  shareholder  a  fair  and  rea- 
sonable profit  upon  his  investment?  If  so,  what  is  a  fair 
and  reasonable  profit?  That  depends  sometimes  upon  the 
risk  incurred,  and  the  rate  itself  differs  in  different  locali- 
ties :  which  is  the  one  to  which  reference  is  to  be  made  as  the 
standard?  Or  is  [382]  the  reasonableness  of  the  profit  to 
be  limited  to  a  fair  return  upon  the  capital  that  would  have 
been  sufficient  to  build  and  equip  the  road,  if  honestly  ex- 
pended? Or  is  still  another  standard  to  be  created,  and  the 
reasonableness  of  the  charges  tried  by  the  cost  of  the  car- 
riage of  the  article  and  a  reasonable  profit  allowed  on  that? 
And  in  such  case  would  contribution  to  a  sinking  fund  to 
make  repairs  upon  the  roadbed  and  renewal  of  cars,  etc.,  be 
assumed  as  a  proper  item  ?  Or  is  the  reasonableness  of  the 
charge  to  be  tested  by  reference  to  the  charges  for  the  trans- 
portation of  the  same  kind  of  property  made  by  other  roads 
similarly  situated?  If  the  latter,  a  combination  among 
such  roads  as  to  rates  would,  of  course,  furnish  no  means  of 
answering  the  question.  It  is  quite  apparent,  therefore, 
that  it  is  exceedingly  difficult  to  formulate  even  the  terms  of 
the  rule  itself  which  should  govern  in  the  matter  of  deter- 
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milling  what  would  be  reasonable  rates  for  transportation. 
While  even  after  the  standard  should  be  determined  there 
is  such  an  infinite  variety  of  facts  entering  into  the  question 
of  what  is  a  reasonable  rate,  no  matter  what  standard  is 
adopted,  that  any  individual  shipper  would  in  most  cases 
be  apt  to  abandon  the  effort  to  show  the  unreasonable  char- 
acter of  a  charge,  sooner  than  hazard  the  great  expense  in 
time  and  money  necessary  to  prove  the  fact,  and  at  the  same 
time  incur  the  ill-will  of  the  road  itself  in  all  his  future  deal- 
ings with  it  To  say,  therefore,  that  the  act  excludes  agree- 
ments which  are  not  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  and 
which  tend  simply  to  keep  up  reasonable  rates  for  transpor- 
tation, is  substantially  to  leave  the  question  of  reasonable- 
ness to  the  companies  themselves. 

It  must  also  be  remembered  that  railways  are  public  cor- 
porations organized  for  public  purposes,  granted  valuable 
franchises  and  privileges,  among  which  the  right  to  take  the 
private  property  of  the  citizen  m  mvitum  is  not  the  least, 
Cherokee  Nation  v.  Southern  Kansas  Railway  Oo.j  185  U.  S. 
641,  657;  that  many  of  them  are  the  donees  of  large  tracts 
of  public  lands  and  of  gifts  of  money  by  municipal  corpora- 
tions, and  that  they  all  primarily  owe  duties  to  the  public  of 
a  higher  nature  even  than  that  of  earning  large  dividends  for 
[888]  their  shareholders.  The  business  which  the  railroads 
do  is  of  a  public  nature,  closely  affecting  almost  all  classes 
in  the  community — the  farmer,  the  artisan,  the  manufac- 
turer and  the  trader.  It  is  of  such  a  public  nature  that  it 
may  well  be  doubted,  to  say  the  least,  whether  any  contract 
which  imposes  any  restraint  upon  its  business  would  not  be 
prejudicial  to  the  public  interest. 

We  recognize  the  argument  up<m  the  part  of  the  defendants 
that  restraint  upon  the  business  of  railroads  will  not  be  preju- 
dicial to  the  public  interest  so  long  as  sudi  restraint  provides 
for  reasonable  rates  for  transportation  and  prevents  the 
deadly  c(»npetition  so  liable  to  result  in  the  ruin  of  the  roads 
and  to  thereby  impair  their  usefulness  to  the  public,  and  in 
that  way  to  prejudice  the  public  interest  But  it  must  be  re- 
membered that  these  results  are  by  no  means  admitted  with 
unanimity;  on  the  contrary,  they  are  earnestly  and  warmly 
denied  on  the  part  of  the  ptd)lic  and  by  those  who  assume  to 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol : 
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defend  its  interests  both  in  and  out  of  Congress.  Ccmipe- 
tition,  they  urge,  is  a  necessity  for  the  purpose  of  securing  in 
the  end  just  and  proper  rates. 

It  was  said  in  Gibhs  v.  Baltimore  Gas  Gomfcayy^  130  U.  S. 
396,  at  page  408,  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  as  follows: 
^^  The  supplying  of  illuminating  gas  is  a  business  of  a  public 
nature  to  meet  a  public  necessity.  It  is  not  a  business  like 
that  of  an  ordinary  corporation  engaged  in  the  manufacture 
of  articles  that  may  be  furnished  by  individual  effort.  NefVi 
Orleans  Gas  Co.  v.  Louisiana  Light  Co.^  115  U.  S.  650 ;  Louis- 
ville Gas  Co.  V.  Citizens'  Gas  Co.,  115  U.  S.  683;  Shepard  v. 
Mihoaukee  Gas  Co.^  6  Wisconsin,  539;  Chicago  Gas  Light  d 
Coke  Co.  V.  People's  Gas  Light  <6  Coke  Co.,  121  Illinois,  530; 
St.  Louis  V.  St.  Louis  Gas  Light  Co.,  70  Missouri,  69.  Hence, 
while  it  is  justly  urged  that  those  rules  which  say  that  a  given 
contract  is  against  public  policy,  should  not  be  arbitrarily 
extended  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  freedom  of  contract, 
Printing  dkc.  Registering  Co.  v.  Sampson,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  462, 
yet  in  the  instance  of  business  of  such  a  character  that  it  pre- 
sumably cannot  be  restrained  to  any  extent  whatever  without 
prejudice  to  the  public  interest,  courts  decline  to  enforce  or 
[884]  sustain  contracts  imposing  such  restraint,  however 
partial,  because  in  contravention  of  public  policy.  This  sub- 
ject is  much  considered,  and  the  authorities  cited  in  West 
Virginia  Transportation  Co.  v.  Ohio  River  Pipe  Line  Co.,  22 
West  Va.  600;  Chicago  dkc.  Gas  Co.  v.  People's  Gas  Co.,  121 
Illinois,  580;  .Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Amerioa»i 
Union  Telegraph  Co.,  65  Georgia,  160." 

It  is  true  that  in  the  Cribbs  case  there  was  a  special  statute 
which  prohibited  the  company  from  entering  into  any  con- 
solidation, combination  or  contract  with  any  other-  gas  com- 
pany whatever,  and  it  was  provided  that  any  attempt  to  do 
so  or  to  make  such  combination  or  contract  should  be  utterly 
null  and  void.  The  above  extract  from  the  opinion  of  the 
court  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  difference  which 
exists  between  a  private  and  a  public  corporation — that  kind 
of  a  public  corporation  which,  while  doing  business  for  re- 
muneration, is  yet  so  connected  in  interest  with  the  puUic  as 
to  give  a  public  character  to  its  business — and  it  is  seen  that 
while,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  prohibiting  them,  contracts 
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of  private  individuals  or  corporations  touching  upcm  re- 
straints in  trade  must  be  unreasonable  in  their  nature  to  be 
held  void,  different  considerations  obtain  in  the  case  of  public 
corporations  like  those  of  railroads  where  it  well  may  be  that 
any  restraint  upon  a  business  of  that  character  as  affecting 
its  rates  of  transportation  must  thereby  be  prejudicial  to  the 
public  interests. 

The  plaintiffs  are,  however,  under  no  obligation  in  order 
to  maintain  this  action  to  show  that  by  the  common  law  all 
agreements  among  competing  railroad  companies  to  keep  up 
rates  to  sudi  as  are  reasonable  were  void  as  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce.  There  are  many  cases  which  look  in 
that  direction  if  they  do  not  precisely  decide  that  point 
Some  of  them  are  referred  to  in  the  opinion  in  the  Baiti- 
mare  Gas  Company  case^  above  cited.  The  case  of  the  Mogul 
Steamship  Compcmy  v.  McOregor^  21  Q.  B.  D.  544;  23  Q. 
B.  D.  598;  1892,  App.  Cas.  25,  has  been  cited  by  the  courts 
below  as  holding  in  principle  that  contracts  of  this  nature  are 
valid  at  common  law.  The  agreement  held  valid  there  was 
[835]  an  agreement  for  lowering  rates  of  transportation 
among  the  parties  thereto,  and  it  was  entered  into  for  the 
purpose  of  driving  out  of  trade  rival  steamships  in  order  that 
thereafter  the  rates  might  be  advanced.  The  English  courts 
held  that  the  agreement  was  not  a  conspiracy,  and  that  it  was 
valid,  although  the  result  aimed  at  was  to  drive  a  rival  out  of 
the  field,  because  so  long  as  the  injury  to  such  rival  was  not 
the  sole  reason  for  the  agreement,  but  self-interest  the  pre- 
dominating motive,  there  was  nothing  wrong  in  law  with  an 
agreement  of  that  kind.  But  assuming  that  agreements  of 
this  nature  are  not  void  at  common  law  and  that  the  various 
cases  cited  by  the  learned  courts  below  show  it,  the  answer 
to  the  statement  of  their  validity  now  is  to  be  found  in  the 
terms  of  the  statute  under  consideration.  The  provisions  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  relating  to  reasonable  rates, 
discriminations,  etc.,  do  not  authorize  such  an  agreement  as 
this,  nor  do  they  authorize  any  other  agreements  which  would 
be  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

The  general  reasons  for  holding  agreements  of  this  nature 
to  be  invalid  even  at  common  law,  on  the  part  of  railroad 
companies  are  quite  strong,  if  not  entirely  conclusive. 
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Considering  the  public  character  of  such  corporations,  the 
privileges  and  franchises  which  they  have  received  from  the 
public  in  order  that  they  might  transact  business,  and  bear- 
ing in  mind  how  closely  and  immediately  the  question  of 
rates  for  transportation  affects  the  whole  public,  it  may  be 
urged  that  Congress  had  in  mind  all  the  difficulties  which  we 
have  before  suggested  of  proving  the  unreasonableness  of 
the  rate,  and  might,  in  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances, 
have  deliberately  decided  to  prohibit  all  agreements  and  com- 
binations in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,  regardless  of  the 
question  whether  such  agreements  were  reasonable  or  the 
reverse. 

It  is  true  that,  as  to  a  majority  of  those  living  along  its 
line,  each  railroad  is  a  monopoly.  Upon  the  subject  now 
under  consideration  it  is  well  said  by  Judge  Oliver  P.  Shiras, 
United  States  District  Judge,  Northern  District  of  Iowa,  in 
his  very  able  dissenting  opinion  in  this  case  in  the  United 
States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  as  follows : 

[386]  ''As  to  tlie  majority  of  the  community  living  along  its  line, 
each  railway  company  has  a  monopoly  of  the  business  demanding 
transportation  as  one  of  its  elements.  By  reason  of  this  fact  the  ac- 
tion of  this  corporation  in  establishing  the  rates  to  be  charged  largely 
influences  the  net  profit  coming  to  the  fanner,  the  manufacturer  and 
the  merchant,  from  the  sale  of  the  products  of  the  farm,  the  workshop 
and  manufactory,  and  of  the  merchandise  purchased  and  resold,  and 
also  largely  influences  the  price  to  be  paid  by  every  one  who  consumes 
any  of  the  property  transported  over  the  line  of  railway.  There  is  no 
other  line  of  business  carried  on  in  our  midst  which  is  so  intimately 
connected  with  the  public  as  that  conducted  by  the  railways  of  the 
country;  ...  A  railway  corporation  engaged  in  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  persons  and  property  of  the  community  is  always  carrying 
on  a  public  business  which  at  ail  times  directly  affects  the  public  wel- 
fare. All  contracts  or  combinations  entered  into  between  railway  cor- 
porations intended  to  regulate  the  rates  to  be  charged  the  public  for 
the  service  rendered,  must  of  necessity  affect  the  public  interests.  By 
reason  of  this  marked  distinction  existing  between  enterprises  in- 
herently public  in  their  character  and  those  of  a  private  nature,  and 
further  by  reason  of  the  difference  between  private  persons  and  cor- 
porations engaged  in  private  pursuits,  who  owe  no  direct  or  primary 
duty  to  the  public  and  public  corporations  created  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  carrying  on  public  enterprises,  and  which,  in  consideration  of 
the  public  powers  exercised  in  their  behalf,  are  under  obligation  to 
carry  on  the  work  intrusted  to  their  management  primarily  in  the 
interest  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  community,  it  seems  clear  to  me 
that  the  same  test  is  not  applicable  to  both  classes  of  business  and 
corporations  in  determining  the  validity  of  contracts  and  combinations 

entered  into  by  those  engaged  therein In  the  opinion  of 

the  court  are  found  citations  from  the  reports  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce CJommlssion  in  which  are  depicted  the  evils  that  are  occasioned 
to  the  railway  companies  and  the  public  by  warfares  over  rate 
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cbarges,  and  the  advantages  that  are  gained  In  many  directions  by 
proper  conference  and  concert  of  action  among  the  com-  [887]  peting 
lines.  It  may  be  entirely  true  that  as  we  proceed  in  the  development 
of  the  policy  of  public  control  over  railway  traffic,  methods  will  be 
devised  and  put  in  operation  by  legislative  enactment  whereby  railway 
companies  and  the  public  may  be  protected  against  the  evils  arishig 
from  unrestricted  competition  and  from  rate  wars  which  unsettle  the 
bushiess  of  the  community,  but  I  fail  to  perceive  the  force  of  the 
argument  that  because  railway  companies  throuffh  their  own  action 
cause  evils  to  themselves  and  the  public  by  sudden  changes  or  reduc- 
tions in  tariff  rates  they  must  be  permitted  to  deprive  the  community 
of  the  benefit  of  competition  in  securing  reasonable  rates  for  the  trans- 
portation of  the  products  of  the  country.  Competition,  free  and  unre- 
stricted, is  the  general  rule  which  governs  all  the  ordinary  business 
pursuits  and  transactions  of  life.  Evils,  as  well  as  benefits,  result 
therefrom.  In  the  fierce  heat  of  competition  the  stronger  competitor 
may  crush  out  the  weaker ;  fluctuations  in  prices  may  be  caused  that 
result  in  wreclc  and  disaster;  yet,  balancing  the  benefits  as  against 
the  evils,  the  law  of  competition  remains  as  a  controlling  element  in 
the  business  worlds  That  free  and  unrestricted  competition  in  the 
matter  of  railroad  charges  may  be  productive  of  evils  does  not  militate 
agahist  the  fact  that  such  is  the  law  now  governing  the  subject  No 
law  can  be  enacted  nor  system  be  devised  for  the  control  of  human 
affairs  that  in  its  enforcement  does  not  produce  some  evil  results,  no 
matter  how  beneficial  its  general  purpose  may  be.  There  are  benefits 
and  there  are  evils  which  result  from  the  operation  of  the  law  of  free 
competition  between  railway  companies.  The  time  may  come  when 
the  companies  will  be  relieved  from  the  operation  of  this  law,  but  they 
can  not,  by  combination  and  agreements  among  themselves*  bring 
about  this  change.  The  fact  that  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  act  may  have  changed  in  many  respects  the  conduct  of  the 
companies  in  the  carrying  on  of  the  public  business  they  are  engaged 
in  does  not  show  that  it  was  the  intent  of  Congress  in  the  enactment 
of  that  statute  to  clothe  railway  companies  with  the  right  to  combine 
together  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  effects  of  competition  on  the 
subject  of  rates.*' 

[338]  The  whole  opinion  is  a  remarkably  strong  presenta- 
tion of  the  views  of  the  learned  judge  who  wrote  it. 

Still,  again,  it  is  answered  that  the  effects  of  free  compe- 
tition among  railroad  companies,  as  described  by  the  counsel 
for  the  companies  themselves  in  the  course  of  their  argument, 
are  greatly  exaggerated.  According  to  that  argument,  the 
moment  an  agreement  of  this  nature  is  prohibited  the  rail* 
roads  commence  to  cut  their  rates,  and  they  cease  only  with 
their  utter  financial  ruin,  leaving,  perhaps,  one  to  raise  rates 
indefinitely  when  its  rivals  have  been  driven  away.  It  is  said 
that  this  is  a  most  overdrawn  statement,  and  that  while  abso- 
lutely free  competition  may  have  in  some  instances  and  for  a 
time  resulted  in  injury  to  some  of  the  railroads,  it  is  not  at 
all  dear  that  the  general  result  has  been  other  than  beneficial 
to  the  whole  public,  and  not  in  the  long  run  detrimental  to 
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the  prosperity  of  the  roads.  It  is  matter  of  common  knowl- 
edge that  agreements  as  to  rates  have  been  continually  made 
of  late  years,  and  that  complaints  of  each  company  in  regard 
to  the  violation  of  such  agreements  by  its  rivals  have  been 
frequent  and  persistent.  Rate  wars  go  on  notwithstanding 
any  agreement  to  the  contrary,  and  the  struggle  for  business 
among  competing  roads  keeps  on,  and  in  the  nature  of  things 
will  keep  on,  any  alleged  agreement  to  the  contrary  notwith- 
standing, and  it  is  only  by  the  exercise  of  good  sense  and  by 
the  presence  of  a  common  interest  that  railroads,  without 
entering  into  any  affirmative  agreement  in  regard  thereto, 
will  keep  within  the  limit  of  exacting  a  fair  and  reasonable 
return  for  services  rendered.  These  agreements  have  never 
been  found  really  effectual  for  any  extended  period. 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  from  whose  reports 
quotations  have  been  quite  freely  made  by  counsel  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  the  views  of  its  learned  members  in  re- 
gard to  this  subject,  has  never  distinctly  stated  that  agree- 
ments among  competing  railroads  to  maintain  prices  are  to 
be  commended,  or  that  the  general  effect  is  to  be  regarded  as 
beneficial.  They  have  stated  in  their  fourth  annual  report 
that  competition  may  degenerate  into  rate  wars,  and  that 
such  wars  are  as  unsettling  to  the  business  of  the  country 
[839]  as  they  are  mischievous  to  the  carriers,  and  that  the 
spirit  of  existing  law  is  against  them.  They  then  add: 
"Agreements  between  railroad  companies  which  from  time  to 
time  they  have  entered  into  with  a  view  to  prevent  such 
occurrences  have  never  been  found  effectual,  and  for  the  very 
sufficient  reason,  that  the  mental  reservations  in  forming 
them  have  been  quite  as  numerous  and  more  influential  than 
the  written  stipulations."  It  would  seem  true,  therefore, 
that  there  is  no  guaranty  of  financial  health  to  be  found  in 
entering  into  agreements  for  the  maintenance  of  rates,  nor  is 
financial  ruin  or  insolvency  the  necessary  result  of  their 
absence. 

The  claim  that  the  company  has  the  right  to  charge  reason- 
able rates,  and  that,  therefore,  it  has  the  right  to  enter  into 
a  combination  with  competing  roads  to  maintain  such  rates, 
cannot  be  admitted.  The  conclusion  does  not  follow  from  an 
admission  of  the  premise.    What  one  company  may  do  in  the 
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way  of  dinrging  reasonable  rates  is  radically  different  bom 
entering  into  an  agreement  with  other  and  competing  roads 
to  keep  up  the  rates  to  that  point  If  there  be  any  competi- 
tion the  extent  of  the  charge  for  the  service  will  be  seriously 
affected  by  that  fact  Competition  will  itself  bring  charges 
down  to  what  may  be  reasonable,  while  in  the  case  of  an 
agreement  to  keep  prices  up,  competition  is  allowed  no  play; 
it  is  shut  out,  and  the  rate  is  practically  fixed  by  the  com- 
panies themselves  by  virtue  of  the  agreement,  so  long  as  they 
abide  by  it 

As  a  result  of  this  review  of  the  situation,  we  find  two  very 
widely  divergent  views  of  the  effects  which  might  be  expected 
to  result  from  declaring  illegal  all  contracts  in  restraint  of 
trade,  etc. ;  one  side  predicting  financial  disaster  and  ruin  to 
competing  railroads,  including  thereby  the  ruin  of  sharehold- 
ers, the  destruction  of  immensely  valuable  properties,  and  the 
consequent  prejudice  to  the  public  interest;  while  on  the 
other  side  predictions  equally  earnest  are  made  that  no  such 
mournful  results  will  follow,  and  it  is  urged  that  there  is  a 
necessity,  in  order  that  the  public  interest  may  be  fairly  and 
justly  protected,  to  allow  free  and  open  omipetition  among 
railroads  upon  the  subject  of  the  rates  for  the  transportation 
of  persons  and  property. 

1340]  The  arguments  which  have  been  addressed  to  us 
against  the  inclusion  of  all  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  as 
provided  for  by  the  language  of  the  act,  have  been  based  upon 
the  alleged  presumption  that  Ccmgress,  notwithstanding  the 
language  of  the  act,  could  not  have  intended  to  embrace  all 
contracts,  but  only  such  contracts  as  were  in  unreasonable 
restraint  of  trade.  Under  these  circumstances  we  are,  there- 
fore, asked  to  hold  that  the  act  of  C!ongress  excepts  contracts 
which  are  not  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  and  which 
(mly  keep  rates  up  to  a  reasonable  price,  notwithstanding  the 
language  of  the  act  makes  no  sudi  exception.  In  other 
words,  we  are  asked  to  read  into  the  act  by  way  of  judicial 
legislation  an  exception  that  is  not  placed  there  by  the  law- 
making branch  of  the  Government,  and  this  is  to  be  done 
upon  the  theory  that  the  impolicy  of  such  legislation  is  so 
dear  that  it  cannot  be  supposed  Congress  intended  the 
natural  import  of  the  language  it  used.    This  we  cannot  and 
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ought  not  to  do.  That  impolicy  is  not  so  dear,  nor  are  the 
reasons  for  the  exception  so  potent  as  to  permit  us  to  inter- 
polate an  exception  into  the  language  of  the  act,  and  to  thus 
materially  alter  its  meaning  and  effect  It  may  be  that  the 
policy  evidenced  by  the  passage  of  the  act  itself  will,  if  car- 
ried out,  result  in  disaster  to  the  roads  and  in  a  fidlure  to 
secure  the  advantages  sought  from  such  legislation.  Whether 
that  will  be  the  result  or  not  we  do  not  know  and  cannot 
predict  These  considerations  are,  however,  not  for  us.  If  the 
act  ought  to  read  as  contended  for  by  defendants,  Congress 
is  the  body  to  amend  it  and  not  this  court,  by  a  process  of 
judicial  legislation  wholly  unjustifiable.  Large  numbers  do 
not  agree  that  the  view  taken  by  defendants  is  sound  or  true 
in  substance,  and  Congress  may  and  very  probably  did  share 
in  that  belief  in  passing  the  act  The  public  policy  of  the 
Government  is  to  be  foimd  in  its  statutes,  and  when  they  have 
not  directly  spoken,  then  in  the  decisions  of  the  courts  and 
the  constant  practice  of  the  government  officials;  but  when 
the  lawmaking  power  speaks  upon  a  particular  subject,  over 
which  it  has  constitutional  power  to  legislate,  public  policy 
in  such  a  case  is  what  the  statute  enacts.  If  the  law  prohibit 
any  con-  [341]  tract  or  omibination  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce,  a  contract  or  combination  made  in  violation  of 
such  law  is  void,  whatever  may  have  been  theretofore  decided 
by  the  courts  to  have  been  the  public  policy  of  the  countiy 
on  that  subject 

The  conclusion  which  we  have  drawn  fnmi  the  examina- 
tion above  made  into  the  question  before  us  is  that  the  Anti- 
Trust  Act  applies  to  railroads,  and  that  it  renders  illegal  all 
agreements  which  are  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  as  we 
have  above  defined  that  expression,  and  the  question  then 
arises  whether  the  agreement  before  us  is  of  that  nature. 

Although  the  case  is  heard  on  bill  and  answer,  thus  mak- 
ing it  necessary  to  assume  the  truth  of  the  allegations  in  the 
answer  which  are  well  pleaded,  yet  the  legal  effect  of  the 
agreement  itself  cannot  be  altered  by  the  answer,  nor  can  its 
violation  of  law  be  made  valid  by  allegations  of  good  inten- 
tion or  of  desire  to  simply  maintain  reasonable  rates;  nor  can 
the  plaintiffs'  allegations  as  to  the  intent  with  which  the 
agreement  was  entered  into  be  regarded,  as  such  intent  is 
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denied  on  the  part  of  the  defendants;  and  if  the  intent 
alleged  in  the  bill  were  a  necessary  fact  to  be  proved  in  order 
to  maintain  the  suit,  the  bill  would  have  to  be  dismissed.  In 
the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  question,  the  intent  alleged  by 
the  Gtovemment  is  not  necessary  to  be  proved.  The  question 
is  one  of  law  in  regard  to  the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  agree- 
ment itself,  namely:  Does  the  agreement  restrain  trade  or 
commerce  in  any  way  so  as  to  be  a  violation  of  the  act!  We 
have  no  doubt  that  it  does.  The  agreement  on  its  face  re- 
cites that  it  is  entered  into  ^^  for  the  purpose  of  mutual  pro- 
tection by  establishing  and  maintaining  reasonable  rates, 
rules  and  regulations  on  all  freight  traffic,  both  through  and 
locaL"  To  that  end  the  association  is  formed  and  a  body 
created  which  is  to  adopt  rates,  which,  when  agreed  to,  are 
to  be  the  governing  rates  for  all  the  companies,  and  a  viola- 
tion of  which  subjects  the  defaulting  company  to  the  pay- 
ment of  a  penalty,  and  although  the  parties  have  a  right  to 
withdraw  from  tiie  agreement  on  giving  thirty  days'  notice 
of  a  desire  so  to  do,  yet  while  in  force  and  assuming  it  to  be 
lived  up  to,  there  can  be  no  doubt  [342]  that  its  direct,  im- 
mediate and  necessary  effect  is  to  put  a  restraint  upon  trade 
or  commerce  as  described  in  the  act 

For  these  reasons  the  suit  of  the  Government  can  be  main- 
tained without  proof  of  the  allegation  that  the  agreement  was 
entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  trade  or  commerce 
or  for  maintaining  rates  above  what  was  reasonable.  The 
necessary  effect  of  the  agreement  is  to  restrain  trade  or  com- 
merce, no  matter  what  the  intent  was  on  the  part  of  those 
who  signed  it. 

One  or  two  subsidiary  questions  remain  to  be  decided. 

It  is  said  that  to  grant  the  injunction  prayed  for  in  this 
case  is  to  give  the  statute  a  retroactive  effect;  that  the  con- 
tract at  the  time  it  was  entered  into  was  not  prohibited  or  de- 
clared illegal  by  the  statute,  as  it  had  not  then  been  passed ; 
and  to  now  enjoin  the  doing  of  an  act  which  was  legal  at  the 
time  it  was  done  would  be  improper.  We  give  to  the  law  no 
retroactive  effect.  The  agreement  in  question  is  a  continuing 
one.  The  parties  to  it  adopt  certain  machinery,  and  agree  to 
certain  methods  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and  main- 
taining in  the  future  reasonable  rates  for  transportation. 
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Assuming  such  action  to  have  been  legal  at  the  time  the  agree- 
men^was  first  entered  into,  the  continuation  of  the  agreement, 
after  it  has  been  declared  to  be  iUegal,  becomes  a  violation  of 
the  act  The  statute  prohibits  the  continuing  or  entering 
into  such  an  agreement  for  the  future,  and  if  the  agreement 
be  continued  it  then  becomes  a  violation  of  the  act  There  is 
nothing  of  an  ear  post  facto  character  about  the  act  The 
civil  remedy  by  injunction  and  tlie  liability  to  punidiment 
imder  the  criminal  provisions  of  the  act  are  entirely  distinct, 
and  there  can  be  no  question  of  any  act  being  regsirded  as  a 
violation  of  the  statute  which  occurred  before  it  was  passed. 
After  its  passage,  if  the  law  be^yiolated,  the  parties  violating 
it  may  render  themselves  liable  to  be  punished  criminally; 
but  not  otherwise. 

/  It  is  also  argued  that  the  United  States  have  no  standing 
in  court  to  maintain  this  bill ;  that  they  have  no  pecuniary 
interest  in  the  result  of  the  litigation  or  in  the  question  to  be 
decided  by  the  court.  We  think  that  the  fourth  section  of 
[848]  the  act  invests  the  Government  with  full  power  and 
authority  to  bring  such  an  action  as  this,  and  if  the  facts  be 
proved,  an  injimction  should  issue.  Congress  having  the 
control  of  interstate  commerce,  has  also  the  duty  of  protect- 
ing it,  and  it  is  entirely  competent  for  that  body  to  give  the 
remedy  by  injunction  as  more  efficient  than  any  other  civil 
remedy.  The  subject  is  fully  and  ably  discussed  in  the  case 
of  In  re  Deha^  158  U.  S.  664.  See  also  Cincinnati^  New  Or- 
leans dkc.  Railway  v.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission^  162 
U.  S.  184;  Texas  A  Paciiic  Railway  v.  Interstate  Conmierce 
Commission^  162  U.  S.  197. 

For  the  reasons  given,  the  decrees  of  the  United  States 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  and  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the 
District  of  Kansas  must  be 

Reversed^  and  the  case  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  for 
further  proceedings  in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  White,  with  whom  concurred  Mr.  Justice 
Field,  Mr.  Justice  Grat  and  Mr.  Justige  Shikas,  dissenting. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to  the  authorities  showing  that 
although  a  contract  may  in  some  measure  restrain  trade,  it  is 
not  for  that  reason  void  or  even  voidable  unless  the  restraint 
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which  it  produces  be  unreascmable.  The  opinion  of  the  court 
concedes  this  to  be  the  settled  doctrine. 

The  contract  between  the  railway  companies  which  the 
court  holds  to  be  void  because  it  is  found  to  violate  the  act  of 
Congress  of  the  2d  of  July,  1890,  26  Stat.  209,  substantially 
embodies  only  an  agreement  between  the  corporations  by 
which  a  uniform  classification  of  freight  is  obtained,  by  which 
the  secret  under-cutting  of  rates  is  sought  to  be  avoided,  and 
the  lates  as  stated  in  the  published  rate  sheets,  and  which,  as 
a  general  rule,  are  required  by  law  to  be  filed  with  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission,  are  secured  against  arbitrary 
and  sudden  changes.  I  content  myself  with  giving  this  mere 
outline  of  the  results  of  the  contract,  and  do  not  stop  to 
demonstrate  that  its  provisions  are  reasonable,  since  the  opin- 
ion of  [844]  the  court  rests  upon  that  hypothesis.  I  com- 
mence, then,  with  these  two  conceded  propositions,  one  of 
law  and  the  other  of  fact,  first,  that  only  such  contracts  as 
unreasonably  restrain  trade  are  violative  of  the  general  law, 
and,  second,  that  the  particular  contract  here  under  consid- 
eration is  reasonable,  and  therefore  not  unlawful  if  the  gen- 
eral principles  of  law  are  to  be  applied  to  it 

The  theory  upon  which  the  contract  is  held  to  be  illegal  is 
that  even  though  it  be  reasonable,  and  hence  valid,  under  the 
general  principles  of  law,  it  is  yet  void,  because  it  conflicts 
with  the  act  of  Congress  already  referred  to.  Now,  at  the 
outset,  it  is  necessary  to  understand  the  full  import  of  this 
conclusion.  As  it  is  conceded  that  the  contract  does  not  un- 
reasonably restrain  trade,  and  that  if  it  does  not  so  unreason- 
ably restrain,  it  is  valid  imder  the  general  law,  the  decision, 
substantially,  is  that  the  act  of  Congress  is  a  departure  from 
the  general  principles  of  law,  and  by  its  terms  destroys  the 
right  of  individuals  or  corporations  to  enter  into  very  many 
reasonable  contracts.  But  this  proposition,  I  submit,  is  tan- 
tamount to  an  assertion  that  the  act  of  Congress  is  itself 
unreasonable.  The  difficulty  of  meeting,  by  reasoning,  a 
premise  of  this  nature  is  frankly  conceded,  for,  of  course, 
where  the  fundamental  proposition  upon  which  the  whole 
contention  rebts  is  that  the  act  of  Congress  is  unreasonable,  it 
would  seem  conducive  to  no  useful  purpose  to  invoke  reason 
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as  applicable  to  and  as  controlling  the  construction  of  a  stat- 
ute which  is  admitted  to  foe  beyond  the  pale  of  reason.  The 
questi<»i,  then,  is,  is  the  act  of  Congress  relied  on  to  be  so 
interpreted  as  to  give  it  a  reasonable  meaning,  or  is  it  to  be 
construed  as  being  unreasonable  and  as  riolatiye  of  the  ele- 
mentary principles  of  justice! 

The  argument  upon  which  it  is  held  that  the  act  forbids 
those  reasonable  contracts  which  are  imiversally  admitted  to 
be  legal  is  thus  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  I  quote 
the  exact  language  in  which  it  is  there  expressed,  lest  in  seek- 
ing to  epitomize  I  may  not  accurately  reproduce  the  thought 
which  it  conveys: 

"  Ck>ntract8  in  restraint  of  trade  have  been  known  and  [846]  spoken 
of  for  hundreds  of  years  both  in  England  and  in  this  country,  and  the 
term  includes  all  kinds  of  those  contracts  which  in  fact  restrain  trade. 
Some  of  such  contracts  have  been  held  void  and  unenforcible  in  the 
conrts  by  reason  of  their  restraint  being  unreasonable,  while  others 
have  been  held  valid  because  they  were  not  of  that  nature.  A  con- 
tract may  be  in  restraint  of  trade  and  still  be  valid  at  common 
law.  Although  valid,  it  is  nevertheless  a  contract  in  restraint  of 
trade,  and  would  be  so  described  either  at  common  law  or  elsewhere. 
By  the  simple  use  of  the  term  *  contract  In  restraint  of  trade,'  all  con- 
tracts of  that  nature,  w]\ether  valid  or  otherwise,  would  be  included, 
and  not  alone  that  kind  of  contract  which  was  invalid  mid  unen- 
forcible as  being  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade.  When,  therefore, 
the  body  of  an  act  pronounces  as  illegal  every  contract  or  combination 
in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States,  etc.,  the 
plain  and  ordinary  meaning  of  such  language  is  not  limited  to  that 
kind  of  contract  alone  which  is  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  but 
all  contracts  are  included  in  such  language,  and  no  exception  or  limi- 
tation can  be  added  without  placing  In  tiie  act  that  which  has  been 
omitted  by  Congress." 

To  state  the  proposition  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  ear- 
nestly pressed  in  the  argument  at  bar,  it  is  as  follows:  Con- 
gress has  said  every  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  is  illegal. 
When  the  law  says  every,  there  is  no  power  in  the  courts,  if 
they  correctly  interpret  and  apply  the  statute,  to  substitute 
the  word  "  some  "  for  the  word  "  every.*'  If  Congress  had 
meant  to  forbid  only  restraints  of  trade  which  were  unrea- 
sonable it  would  have  said  so ;  instead  of  doing  this  it  has 
said  every ^  and  this  word  of  universality  embraces  both  con- 
tracts which  are  reasonable  and  unreasonable. 

Is  the  proposition  which  is  thus  announced  by  the  court, 
and  which  was  thus  stated  at  bar,  well  founded?  is  the  first 
question  which  arises  for  solution.    I  quote  the  title  and  the 
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first  section  of  the  act  which,  it  is  asserted,  if  correctly  inter- 
preted, destroys  the  right  to  make  just  and  reasonable  con- 
tracts: 

[846]  **An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawfnl  re- 
straints and  monopolies. 

"  Bvery  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States, 
or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal.  Every  person 
who  shall  make  any  snch  contract  or  engage  in  any  such  combination 
or  conspiracy,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  con- 
viction thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  five  thou- 
sand dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both 
said  punishments  in  the  discretion  of  the  court" 

Is  it  correct  to  say  that  at  common  law  the  words  "  restraint 
of  trade  "  had  a  generic  signification  which  embraced  all  con- 
tracts which  restrained  the  freedom  of  trade,  whether  reason- 
able or  unreasonable,  and,  therefore,  that  all  such  contracts 
are  within  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  every  contract  in  re- 
straint of  trade  "  ?  I  think  a  brief  consideration  of  the  his- 
tory and  development  of  the  law  on  the  subject  will  not  only 
establish  the  inaccuracy  of  this  proposition,  but  also  demon- 
strate that  the  words  "  restraint  of  trade  "  embrace  only  con- 
tracts which  unreasonably  restrain  trade,  and,  therefore, 
that  reasonable  contracts,  although  they,  in  some  measure, 
"  restrain  trade,"  are  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  words. 
It  is  true  that  in  the  adjudged  cases  language  may  be  foimd 
referring  to  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  which  are  valid 
because  reasonable.  But  this  mere  form  of  expression,  used 
not  as  a  definition,  does  not  maintain  the  contention  that 
such  contracts  are  embraced  within  the  general  terms  every 
contract  in  restraint  of  trade.  The  rudiments  of  the  doc- 
trine of  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  are  found  in  the  com- 
mon law  at  a  very  early  date.  The  first  case  on  tiie  subject 
is  reported  in  6  Year  Book  5,  2  Hen.  V,  and  is  known  as 
Dier^s  case.  That  was  an  action  of  damages  upon  a  bond 
conditioned  that  the  defendant  should  not  practise  his  trade 
as  a  dyer  at  a  particular  place  during  a  limited  period,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  contract  was  illegal.  The  principle 
upon  which  this  case  was  decided  was  not  described  as  one 
forbidding  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  but  was  stated 
to  be  one  by  which  contracts  restricting  the  liberty  of 
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[847]  the  subject  were  fcnrbidden.  The  doetrine  dedaied  in 
that  case  was  applied  in  sabeequent  cases  in  England  prior 
to  the  case  of  Mitchel  v.  Reynolds^  decided  in  1711,  and  re- 
ported in  1  P.  Wms,  181.  ITiere  the  distinction  between  gen- 
eral restraints  and  partial  restraints  was  first  definitely  for- 
mulated, and  it  was  held  that  a  contract  creating  a  partial 
restraint  was  valid  and  one  creating  a  general  restraint  was 
not  The  theory  of  partial  and  general  restraints  established 
by  that  case  was  followed  in  many  decided  cases  in  England, 
not,  however,  without  the  correctness  of  the  difference  be- 
tween the  two  being  in  some  instances  denied  and  in  others 
questioned,  until  the  matter  was  set  finally  at  rest  by  the 
House  of  Lords  in  Nordenfelt  v.  The  Maxim  Nordenfelt  Guns 
and  Ammunition  Co..  reported  in  (1894)  App.  Cas.  535.  In 
that  case  it  was  held  that  the  distinction  between  partial  and 
general  restrant  was  an  incorrect  criterion,  but  that  whether 
a  contract  was  invalid  because  in  restraint  of  trade  must  de- 
pend upon  whether,  on  considering  all  the  circumstances,  the 
contract  was  found  to  be  reasonable  or  unreasonable.  If  i-ea- 
sonable,  it  was  not  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  if 
unreasonable  it  was. 

The  decisions  of  the  American  courts  substantially  con- 
form to  both  the  development  and  ultimate  results  of  the 
English  cases.  Whilst  the  rule  of  partial  and  general  re- 
straint has  been  either  expressly  or  impliedly  admitted,  the 
exact  scope  of  the  distinction  between  the  two  has  been  the 
subject  of  discussion  and  varying  adjudication.  And  al- 
though it  is  accurate  to  say  that  in  the  cases  expression  may  be 
found  speaking  of  contracts  as  being  in  form,  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  yet  valid,  it  results  from  an  analysis  of  all  the 
American  cases,  as  it  does  from  the  English,  that  these  ex- 
pressions in  no  way  imply  that  contracts  which  were  valid  be- 
cause they  only  partially  restrained  trade  were  yet  considered 
as  embraced  within  the  definition  of  contracts  in  restraint 
of  trade.  On  the  contrary,  the  reason  of  the  cases,  where 
contracts  partially  restraining  trade  were  excepted  and  hence 
held  to  be  valid,  was  because  they  were  not  contracts  in  re- 
straint of  trade  in  the  legal  meaning  of  those  words.  Re- 
ferring to  the  modem  and  Ameri-  [848]  can  rule  on  the 
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subject,  Beach  in  his  recent  treatise  on  the  Modem  Law  of 
Contracts,  at  section  1569,  says: 

''  The  tend^icy  of  modern  thought  and  decisions  has  been  no  longer 
to  uphold  in  its  strictness  the  doctrine  which  formerly  prevailed  re- 
specting agreements  in  restraint  of  trade.  The  severity  with  which 
such  agreements  were  treated  hi  the  heginnhig  has  relaxed  more  and 
more  by  exceptions  and  qualiflcationa,  and  a  gradual  change  has  taken 
place,  brought  about  by  the  growth  of  industrial  activities,  and  the 
enlargement  of  commercial  facilities  which  tend  to  render  such  agree- 
ments  less  dangerous,  because  monopolies  are  less  easy  of  accom- 
plishment" 

The  fact  that  the  exclusion  of  reasonable  contracts  from 
the  doctrine  of  restraint  of  trade  was  predicated  on  the 
conclusion  that  such  contracts  were  no  longer  considered  as 
coming  within  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  restraint  of  trade," 
is  nowhere  more  clearly  and  cogently  stated  than  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
in  the  case  of  Matthews  v.  Associated  Press  of  New  York, 
186  N.  T.  333.  In  considering  the  contention  that  a  by-law 
of  the  defendant  association  which  prohibited  its  members 
from  receiving  or  publishing  "  the  regular  news  dispatches 
of  any  other  news  association  covering  a  like  territory  and  or- 
ganized for  a  like  purpose  "  was  void,  because  it  tended  to 
restrain  trade  and  competition  and  to  create  a  monopoly,  the 
learned  judge  said  (p.  340) : 

"We  do  not  think  the  by-law  improperly  tends  to  restrain  trade, 
assuming  that  the  business  of  collecting  and  distributing  news  would 
come  within  the  definition  of  a  trade.  The  latest  decisions  of  courts 
In  this  country  and  in  England  show  a  strong  tendency  to  very  greatly 
circumscribe  and  narrow  the  doctrine  of  avoiding  contracts  in  re- 
straint of  trade.  The  courts  do  not  go  to  the  length  of  saying  that 
contracts  which  they  now  would  say  are  in  restraint  of  trade  ore, 
nevertheless^  valid  contract St  and  to  be  enforced;  they  do,  however, 
now  hold  many  contracts  not  open  to  the  objection  that  they  are  in 
restraint  of  trade  which  a  few  years  back  would  have  been  avoided 
an  that  sole  ground,  both  here  and  in  England.  The  [848]  cases  in 
this  court  which  are  the  latest  manifestations  of  the  turn  in  the  tide 
are  cited  in  the  opfaiion  in  this  case  at  general  term,  and  are  Diamond 
Match  Co.  V.  Roeber,  IOC  N.  Y.  73;  Hodge  v.  Ncill,  107  N.  Y.  244; 
Leslie  v.  LoriUard,  110  N.  Y.  519. 

**  So  that  when  we  agree  that  a  by-law  which  is  in  restraint  of  trade 
is  void,  we  are  still  brought  back  to  the  question  what  is  a  restraint  of 
trade  in  the  modem  definition  of  that  term?  The  authority  to  make 
by-laws  must  also  be  limited  by  the  scope  and  purpose  of  the  associ- 
ation. I  think  this  by-law  is  thus  limited,  and  that  it  is  not  in 
restraint  of  trade  as  the  courts  now  interpret  that  phrase,'* 

This  ludd  statement  aptly  sums  up  the  process  of  reason- 
ing by  which  partial  and  reasonable  contracts  came  no  loiiger 
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to  be  considered  as  included  in  the  words  contracts  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  and  points  to  the  fallacy  embodied  in  the 
propoation-  that  contracts  which  were  held  not  to  be  in 
restraint  of  trade  were  yet  covered  by  the  words  in  restraint 
of  trade;  that  is,  that  although  they  were  not  such  contracts, 
yet  they  continued  so  to  be.  After  analyzing  the  provisiotis 
of  the  by-law  the  opinion  proceeds  as  follows  (p.  841) : 

"  Thus  a  by-law  of  the  nature  complained  of  would  have  a  tendency 
to  strengthen  the  association  and  to  render  it  more  capable  of  filling 
the  duty  it  was  incorporated  to  perform.  A  bushiess  partnership 
could  provide  that  none  of  its  members  should  attend  to  any  business 
other  than  that  of  the  partnership,  and  that  each  partner  who  came  in 
must  agree  not  to  do  any  other  business  and  must  give  up  all  such 
business  as  he  had  theretofore  done.  Such  an  agreement  would  not 
he  in  restraint  of  trade,  although  its  direct  effect  might  be  to  restrain 
to  some  extent  the  trade  which  had  been  done." 

This  adds  cogency  to  the  demonstration,  and  shows  in  the 
most  conclusive  manner  that  the  words  contracts  in  restraint 
of  trade  do  not  continue  to  define  those  contracts  whidi  are 
no  longer  covered  by  the  legal  meaning  of  the  words. 

This  court  has  not  only  recognized  and  applied  the  distinc- 
tion between  partial  and  general  restraints,  but  has  also 
decided  that  the  true  test  whether  a  contract  be  in  restraint 
of  trade  is  [360]  not  whether  in  a  measure  it  produces  such 
effect,  but  whether  under  all  the  circumstances  it  is  reason- 
able. Oregon  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v.  Winaor^  20  Wall.  64, 
68;  Gibha  v.  Baltimore  Oas  Co.^  180  U.  S.  896,  409.  As  it  is 
unnecessary  here  to  enter  into  a  detailed  examination  of  the 
cases,  I  append  in  the  margin  a  reference  to  decisions  of  some 
of  the  state  courts  and  to  several  writers  on  the  subject  of 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  by  whom  the  doctrine  is  re- 
viewed and  the  authorities  very  fully  referred  to.* 

It  follows  from  the  foregoing  statement  that  at  common 

'  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Roeher,  106  N.  T.  473;  LeeUe  v.  LoHUard, 
110  N.  Y.  519,  538:  Beal  y.  Chase,  31  Michigan,  480.  518;  VatUmal 
Benefit  Oo.  ▼.  UnUm  Hospital  Oo.^  45  Minnesota,  272;  EUerman  t. 
Chicago  Junction  RaUwaya  cto.  Co.,  49  N.  J.  Bq.  215,  217;  RiOiarda  ▼. 
Am,  Desk  <£c.  Co.,  87  VS^isconsin,  503,  514;  Note  to  2  Parsons  on  Gem- 
tracts,  p.  748;  Note  to  Angier  v.  Wehher,  92  Am:  Dec  751  (1887); 
Note  to  Mitchel  ▼.  Reynolds,  1  Smithes  LeacUng  Cases,  706,  and  Siq^ 
plemental  Note,  9th  Am.  ed.  716  (1888) ;  Reyiew  of  Cases  by  A.  M. 
Baton  in  4  Harv.  Law  Review,  p.  129  (1890) ;  Patterson  on  Restraint 
of  Trade  (1891). 
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law  contracts  which  only  partially  restrain  trade,  to  use  the 
precise  language  of  Maule,  Justice,  in  Ronnie  v.  Irvine^  7 
Man.  &  G.  969,  978,  were  ^^  an  exception  engrafted  upon  thai 
ruley^  that  is,  the  rule  as  to  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade, 
"  and  that  the  exception  is  in  furtherance  of  the  rule  itself. ^^ 
I  submit,  also,  manifestly  that  the  further  development  of 
the  doctrine  by  which  it  was  decided  that  if  a  contract  was 
reasonable  it  would  not  be  held  to  be  included  within  con- 
tracts in  restraint  of  trade,  although  such  contract  might,  in 
some  measure,  produce  such  an  effect,  was  also  an  exception 
to  the  general  rule  as  to  the  invalidity  of  contracts  in  re- 
straint of  trade.  The  theory,  then,  that  the  words  restraint 
of  trade  define  and  embrace  all  such  contracts  without  refer- 
ence to  whether  they  are  reasonable,  amounts  substantially  to 
saying  that,  by  the  common  law  and  the  adjudged  American 
cases,  certain  classes  of  contracts  were  carved  out  of  and  ex- 
cepted  from  the  general  rule,  and  yet  were  held  to  remain 
embraced  within  the  general  rule  from  which  they  were 
removed.  But  the  obvious  conflict  which  is  shown  by  this 
contradictory  result  to  which  the  contention  leads  rests  not 
upon  the  mere  form  of  statement  but  upon  the  [861]  reason 
of  things.  This  will,  I  submit,  be  shown  by  a  very  brief 
analysis  of  the  reasons  by  which  partial  restraints  were  held 
not  to  be  embraced  in  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  by 
which  ultimately  all  reasonable  contracts  were  likewise  de- 
cided not  to  be  so  embraced.  That  is  to  say,  that  the  reason- 
ing by  which  the  exceptions  were  created  conclusively  shows 
the  error  of  contending  that  the  words  contracts  in  restraint 
of  trade  continued  to  embrace  those  reasonable  contracts 
which  those  words  no  longer  described. 

It  is  perhaps  true  that  the  principle  by  which  contracts  in 
restraint  of  the  freedom  of  the  subject  or  of  trade  were  held 
to  be  illegal  was  first  understood  to  embrace  all  contracts 
which  in  any  degree  accomplished  these  results.  But  as 
trade  developed  it  came  to  be  understood  that  if  contracts 
which  only  partially  restrained  the  freedom  of  the  subject 
or  of  trade  were  embraced  in  the  rule  forbidding  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade,  both  the  freedom  of  contract  and  trade 
itself  would  be  destroyed.  Hence,  from  the  reason  of 
things,  arose  the  distinction  that  where  contracts  operated 
lOeTO**— S.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol 
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only  a  partial  restraint  of  the  freedom  of  contract  or  of 
trade  they  were  not  in  contemplation  of  law  contracts  in 
restraint  of  trade.  And  it  was  this  conception  also  which, 
in  its  final  aspect,  led  to  the  knowledge  that  reason  was  to 
be  the  criterion  by  which  it  was  to  be  determined  whether  a 
contract  which,  in  some  measure,  restrained  the  freedom  of 
contract  and  of  trade,  was  in  reality,  when  considered  in  all 
its  aspects,  a  contract  of  that  character  or  one  which  was 
necessary  to  the  freedom  of  contract  and  of  trade.  To  de- 
fine, then,  the  words  '^  in  restraint  of  trade  "  as  embracing 
every  contract  which  in  any  degree  produced  that  effect 
would  be  violative  of  reason,  because  it  would  include  all 
those  contracts  which  are  the  very  essence  of  trade,  and 
would  be  equivalent  to  saying  that  there  should  be  no  trade, 
and  therefore  nothing  to  restrain.  The  dilemma  which 
would  necessarily  arise  from  defining  the  words  ^^  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade"  so  as  to  destroy  trade  by  rendering 
illegal  the  contracts  upon  which  trade  depends,  and  yet  pre- 
supposing that  trade  would  continue  and  should  not  be  re- 
strained, is  shown  by  an  argument  advanced,  and  which  has 
been  com-  [352]  pelled  by  the  exigency  of  the  premise  upon 
which  it  is  based.  Thus,  after  insisting  that  the  word 
"every"  is  all-embracing,  it  is  said  fr(»n  the  necessity  of 
things  it  will  not  be  held  to  apply  to  covenants  in  restraint 
of  trade  which  are  collateral  to  a  sale  of  property,  because 
not  "  supposed  "  to  be  within  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  stat- 
ute. But  how,  I  submit,  can  it  be  held  that  the  words 
^'every  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  "  embrace  dU  such  con- 
tracts, and  yet  at  the  same  time  be  said  that  certain  con- 
tracts of  that  nature  are  not  included?  The  asserted  excep- 
tion not  only  destroys  the  rule  which  is  relied  on,  but  it 
rests  upon  no  foundation  of  reason.  It  must  either  result 
from  the  exclusion  of  particular  classes  of  contracts,  whether 
they  be  reasonable  or  not,  or  it  must  arise  from  the  fact  that 
the  contracts  referred  to  are  merely  collateral  contracts. 
But  many  collateral  contracts  may  contain  provisions  which 
make  them  unreasonable.  The  exception  which  is  relied 
upon,  therefore,  as  rendering  possible  the  existence  of  trade 
to  be  restrained  is  either  arbitrary  or  it  is  unreasonable. 
But,  admitting  arguendo  the  correctness  of  the  proposi- 
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tion  by  which  it  is  sought  to  indude  every  contract,  however 
reasoBahle,  within  the  inhibition  of  the  hiw,  the  statute,  con- 
sidered as  a  whole,  shows,  I  think,  the  error  of  the  construc- 
tion placed  upon  it.  Its  title  is  ^^An  act  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies."  The 
word  ^^ unlawful"  clearly  distinguishes  between  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade  which  are  lawful  and  those  which  are 
not  In  other  words,  between  those  which  are  unreasonably 
in  restraint  of  trade,  and  consequently  invalid,  and  those 
which  are  reasonable  and  hence  lawful.  Wh«(n,  therefore, 
in  the  very  title  of  the  act  the  well-settled  distinction  bo- 
tween  lawful  and  unlawful  contracts  is  broadly  marked, 
how  can  an  interpretation  be  correct  which  holds  that  all 
contracts,  whether  lawful  or  not,  are  included  in  its  provi- 
sions? Whilst  it  is  true  that  the  title  of  an  act  cannot  be 
used  to  destroy  the  plain  import  of  the  language  found  in  its 
body,  yet  when  a  literal  interpretation  will  work  out  wrong 
or  injury,  or  where  the  words  of  the  statute  are  ambiguous, 
the  title  may  be  resorted  to  as  an  instrument  of  construction. 
In  United  States  [353]  v.  Palmer^  3  Wheat  610,  where  gen* 
eral  language  found  in  the  body  of  a  criminal  statute  was 
given  a  narrow  and  restricted  meaning,  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Marshall,  in  the  course  of  the  opinion,  said  (p.  631)  :  ^'  The 
title  of  an  act  cannot  control  its  words,  but  may  furnish 
some  aid  in  showing  what  was  in  the  mind  of  the  legisla- 
ture. The  title  of  this  act  is  ^An  act  for  the  punishment  of 
certain  crimes  against  the  United  States.'  It  would  seem 
that  offences  against  the  United  States,  not  offences  against 
the  human  race,  were  the  crimes  which  the  legislature  in- 
tended by  this  law  to  punish." 

So,  also,  in  United  States  v.  Union  Pacific  Railroad^  91 
U.  S.  72,  where  the  construction  of  a  statute  was  involved, 
it  was  held  that  the  interpretation  adopted  was  supported 
by  the  title,  which  disclosed  the  general  purpose  which  Con- 
gress had  in  view  in  adopting  the  law  under  consideration. 
The  same  rule  was  announced  in  Smythe  v.  Fiske^  23  Wall. 
374,  380,  and  Coosaw  Mining  Co.  v.  South  GarolinOj  144 
U.  S.  550,  and  cases  there  cited. 

Pretermitting  the  consideration  of  the  title,  it  cannot  be 
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denied  that  the  words  '^  restraint  of  trade  "  used  in  the  act  in 
question  had  long  prior  to  the  adoption  of  that  act  been  con- 
strued as  not  embracing  reasonable  contracts.  The  well- 
settled  rule  is  that  where  technical  words  are  used  in  an  act, 
and  their  meaning  has  previously  been  condusively  settled, 
by  long  usage  and  judicial  construction,  the  use  of  the  words 
without  an  indication  of  an  intention  to  give  them  a  new 
significance  is  an  adoption  of  the  generally  accepted  meaning 
affixed  to  the  words  at  the  time  the  act  was  passed.  Particu- 
larly is  this  rule  imperative  where  the  statute  in  which  the 
words  are  used  creates  a  crime,  as  does  the  statute  under 
consideration,  and  gives  no  specific  definition  of  the  crime 
created.  Thus  in  United  States  v.  Pahner  {stipra)^  Mr. 
Chief  Justice  Marshall,  referring  to  the  term  ** robbery^ 
as  used  in  the  statute,  said  (p.  630) :  '^  Of  the  meaning  of  the 
term  '  robbery,'  as  used  in  the  statute,  we  think  no  doubt  can 
be  entertained.  It  must  be  understood  in  the  sense  in  which 
it  is  recognized  and  defined  at  common  law.'' 

[364]  If  these  obvious  rules  of  interpretation  be  applied, 
it  seems  to  me  they  render  it  impossible  to  constrae  the  words 
every  restraint  of  trade  used  in  the  act  in  any  other  sense  than 
as  excluding  reasonable  contracts,  as  the  fact  that  such  con- 
tracts were  not  considered  to  be  within  the  rule  of  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade,  was  thoroughly  established  both  in  Eng- 
land and  in  this  country  at  the  time  the  act  was  adopted.  It 
is,  I  submit,  not  to  be  doubted  that  the  interpretation  of  the 
words  "  every  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,"  so  as  to  embrace 
within  its  purview  every  contract,  however  reasonable,  would 
certainly  work  an  enormous  injustice  and  operate  to  the  im- 
due  restraint  of  the  liberties  of  the  citizen.  But  there  is  no 
canon  of  interpretation  which  requires  that  the  letter  be  fol- 
lowed, when  by  so  doing  an  unreasonable  result  is  accom- 
plished. On  the  contrary,  the  rule  is  ttie  other  way,  and 
exacts  that  the  spirit  which  vivifies,  and  not  the  letter  which 
killeth,  is  the  proper  guide  by  which  to  correctly  interpret  a 
statute.  In  Smythe  v.  Fiske^  23  Wall.  874,  880,  this  court 
declared  that "  a  thing  may  be  within  the  letter  of  the  statute 
and  not  within  its  meaning,  and  within  its  meaning,  though 
not  within  its  letter.  The  intention  of  the  lawmaker  is  tihe 
law."    In  Lau  Ow  Bew  v.  Tlve  United  States^  144  U.  S.  47, 
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this  court,  speaking  through  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  said 
(p.  69): 

"  Nothing  is  better  settled  than  that  statutes  should  receive  a  sen- 
sible contmction,  such  as  will  effectuate  the  legislatiye  intention,  and, 
if  possible,  so  as  to  avoid  an  unjust  or  an  absurd  conclusion.  Church 
of  the  Holy  Trinity  v.  United  States,  143  U.  S.,  457;  Henderson  v. 
Mayor  of  New  York,  02  U.  S.,  259;  VnUed  States  v.  Kirlnff  7  Wall., 
482;  Oates  v.  Ifational  Bank,  100  U.  S.,  239." 

In  all  the  cases  there  cited  the  literal  language  of  the 
statute  was  disregarded,  in  order  to  restrict  its  operation 
within  reason.  To  those  cases  may  also  be  added  United 
States  y.  Moonepj  116  U.  S.  104,  where  it  was  contended  that 
by  the  act  of  March  8,  1875,  c.  187,  the  Circuit  Courts  were 
vested  with  jurisdiction  concurrent  with  District  Courts 
over  certain  suits.  The  plausibility  of  the  argument,  based 
upon  the  literal  language  of  the  statute,  was  conceded  by  the 
court,  but  the  [855]  results  which  would  follow  from  sus- 
taining the  construction  contended  for  were  pointed  out  by 
the  court,  and  it  was  observed  (p.  107) :  ^'A  construction 
which  involves  such  results  was  clearly  not  contemplated  by 


Indeed,  it  seems  to  me  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  reason- 
able contracts  cannot  be  embraced  within  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  if  it  be  interpreted  by  the  light  of  the  supreme 
rule  commanding  that  the  intention  of  the  law  must  be  car- 
ried out,  and  it  must  be  so  construed  as  to  afford  the  remedy 
and  frustrate  the  wrong  contemplated  by  its  enactment 

The  plain  intention  of  the  law  was  to  protect  the  liberty  of 
ocmtract  and  the  freedom  of  trade.  Will  this  intention  not 
be  frustrated  by  a  construction  which,  if  it  does  not  destroy, 
at  least  gravely  impairs,  both  the  liberty  of  the  individual  to 
contract  and  the  freedom  of  trade?  If  the  rule  of  reason  no 
longer  determines  the  right  of  the  individual  to  contract  or 
secures  the  validity  of  contracts  upon  which  trade  depends 
and  results,  what  becomes  of  the  liberty  of  the  citizen  or  of 
the  freedom  of  trade?  Secured  no  longer  by  the  law  of 
reason,  all  these  rights  become  subject,  when  questioned,  to 
the  mere  caprice  of  judicial  authority.  Thus,  a  law  in  favor 
of  freedom  of  contract,  it  seems  to  me,  is  so  interpreted  as  to 
gravely  impair  that  freedouL  Progress  and  not  reaction  was 
the  purpose  of  the  act  of  Congress.    The  construction  naw 
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given  the  act  disregards  the  whole  current  of  judicial  au- 
thority and  tests  the  right  to  contract  by  the  conceptions  of 
that  right  entertained  at  the  time  of  the  year^bodcs  instead 
of  by  the  light  of  reason  and  the  necessity  of  modem  society. 
To  do  this  violates,  as  I  see  it,  the  plainest  conception  of 
public  policy;  for  as  said  by  Sir  G.  Jessel,  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  in  Printing  dkc.  Company  v.  Sampson^  L.  R.  19  Eq. 
462,  ^  if  there  is  one  thing  whidbi  more  than  another  public 
policy  requires  it  is  that  men  of  full  age  and  competent  un- 
derstanding shall  have  the  utmost  liberty  of  contracting,  and 
their  contracts  when  entered  into  freely  and  voluntarily  shall 
be  held  sacred  and  shall  be  enforced  by  courts  of  justice.'' 

Hie  remedy  intended  to  be  accomplidied  by  the  act  of  Con- 
gress was  to  shield  against  the  danger  of  contract  or  combi- 
[866]  nation  by  the  few  against  the  interest  of  the  many  and 
to  the  detriment  of  freedom.  The  construction  now  given,  I 
think,  strikes  down  the  interest  of  the  many  to  the  advantage 
and  benefit  of  the  few.  It  has  been  held  in  a  case  involving 
a  combination  among  workingmen,  that  such  combinations 
are  embraced  in  the  act  of  Congress  in  question,  and  this  view 
was  not  doubted  by  this  court  In  re  Debs.  64  Fed.  Rep.  724. 
746-766;  168  U.  S.  664.  The  interpretation  of  the  statute, 
therefore,  which  holds  that  reasonable  agreements  are  within 
its  purview,  makes  it  embrace  every  peaceable  organization  or 
combination  of  the  laborer  to  benefit  his  condition  either  by 
obtaining  an  increase  of  wages  or  diminution  of  the  hours 
of  labor.  Combinations  among  labor  for  this  purpose  were 
treated  as  illegal  und^  the  construction  of  the  law  which  in- 
cluded reasonable  contracts  within  the  doctrine  of  the  invalid- 
ity of  contract  or  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  they 
were  only  held  not  to  be  embraced  within  that  doctrine  either 
by  statutory  exemption  therefrom  or  by  the  progress  which 
made  reason  the  controlling  factor  on  the  subject  It  fol- 
lows Ihat  the  construction  which  reads  the  rule  of  reason  out 
of  the  statute  embraces  within  its  inhibition  every  contract 
or  combinati<m  by  which  workingmen  seek  to  peaceably  better 
their  condition.  It  is  therefore,  as  I  see  it,  absolutely  true 
to  say  that  the  construction  now  adopted  which  works  out 
such  results  not  only  frustrates  the  plain  purpose  intended 
to  be  accomplished  by  CcMigress,  but  also  makes  the  statute 
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tend  to  an  end  never  contemplated,  and  against  the  accom- 
plishment of  which  its  provisiims  were  enacted. 

But  c(xiceding  for  the  sake  of  argument  that  the  words 
^  every  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,"  as  used  in  the  act  of 
Congress  in  question,  prohibits  all  such  contracts  however 
reasonable  they  may  be,  and  therefore  that  all  that  great  body 
of  contracts  which  are  c(»nmonly  entered  into  between  indi- 
viduals or  corporations  and  which  promote  and  develop  trade, 
and  which  have  been  heretofore  considered  as  lawful,  are  no 
longer  sudi;  and  conceding  also  that  agreements  entered  into 
by  associations  of  workingmen  to  peaceably  better  their  con- 
dition either  by  obtaining  an  increase  or  preventing  a  decrease 
[857]  of  wages,  or  by  securing  a  reduction  in  the  hours  of 
labor,  or  for  mutually  protecting  each  other  from  unjust 
discharge,  or  for  other  reasonable  purposes,  have  become  un- 
lawful, it  remains  to  consider  whether  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1890  were  intended  to  apply  to  agreements  made  be- 
tween carriers  for  the  purpose  of  classifjring  the  freight  to 
be  by  them  carried,  or  preventing  secret  cutting  of  the  pub- 
lished rates ;  in  other  words,  whether  the  t^rms  of  the  statute 
were  intended  to  apply  to  contracts  between  carriers  entered 
into  for  the  purpose  of  securing  fairness  in  their  dealings 
with  each  other  and  tending  to  protect  the  public  against  im- 
proper discrimination  and  sudden  changes  in  rates.  To 
answer  this  question  involves  deciding  whether  the  act  here 
relied  upon  was  intended  to  abrogate  the  provisions  of  the 
act  of  Congress  of  the  4th  of  February,  1887,  and  the  amend- 
ments thereto,  onnmonly  known  as  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act  The  question  is  not  whether  railway  companies  may 
not  violate  the  terms  of  the  statute  of  1890  if  they  do  acts 
which  it  forbids  and  punishes,  but  whether  that  statute  was 
intended  to  abrogate  the  power  of  railway  companies  to  make 
contracts  with  eadi  other  which  are  either  expressly  sanc^ 
tioned  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  or  the  right  to  make 
which  arises  by  reasonable  implication  from  the  terms  of 
that  act;  that  is  to  say,  not  whetiier  the  act  of  1890  is  not 
qperotive  upon  all  persons  and  oorporations,  but  whether, 
being  so  generally  operative,  it  was  intended  to  forbid,  as  in 
restraint  of  tirade,  all  contracts  on  the  subjects  embra^^cd 
wiHun  and  controlled  by  the  interstate  ccHnmeroe  law.    The 
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statute,  commonly  known  as  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act, 
was  a  special  act,  and  it  was  intended  to  regulate  interstate 
commerce  transported  by  railway  carriers.  All  its  provisions 
directly  and  expressly  related  to  this  subject  The  act  of 
1890,  on  the  contrary,  is  a  general  law,  not  referring  specif- 
ically to  carriers  of  interstate  commerce.  The  rule  is  that 
a  general  will  not  be  held  to  repeal  a  special  statute  unless 
there  be  a  clear  implication  unavoidably  resulting  from  the 
general  law  that  it  was  the  intention  that  the  provisions  of 
the  general  law  should  cover  the  subject-matter  previously, 
expressly  and  specifically  provided  for  by  particular  legis- 
lation. The  doctrine  on  this  [858]  subject  is  thus  stated  in 
Em  parte  Crow  Dog^  109  U.  S.  556,  570 : 

**  *  The  general  principle  to  be  applied/  said  Bovill,  GL  J.,  in  Thorpe 
y.  Adams,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.  135, '  to  the  construction  of  acts  of  Parliament» 
Is  that  a  general  act  Is  not  to  be  construed  to  repeal  a  prevlona  pai^ 
ticular  act,  unless  there  is  some  express  reference  to  the  preyious 
legislation  on  the  subject,  or  unless  there  is  a  necessary  Inconsistency 
in  the  two  acts  standing  together.'  '  And  the  reason  is,'  said  Wood, 
V.  0.,  in  Fitzgerald  y.  Champenys,  80  L.  J.  N.  S.  Bq.  782;  2  Johns,  ft 
Hem.  31-54,  'that  the  legislature,  liayhig  had  its  attention  directed 
to  a  special  subject,  and  haying  obseryed  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  and  proylded  for  them,  does  not  intend  by  a  general  enactment 
afterward  to  derogate  from  its  own  act  when  it  malcea  no  special 
mention  of  its  intention  so  to  do.' " 

These  principles  thus  announced  are  treated  as  elementary 
by  the  text  writers.  Endlich  on  Interpretation  of  Statutes, 
§  223;  Sedgwick  on  Statutory  Construction,  §§  157,  158; 
Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction,  §  157. 

Does,  therefore,  the  implication  irresistibly  arise  that  Con- 
gress intended  in  the  act  of  1890  to  abrogate,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1887,  regulating  interstate 
conmierce  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  the  nature  of  the  two  enact- 
ments clearly  demonstrates  that  there  was  no  such  intention. 
The  act  to  regulate  interstate  commerce  expressed  the  pur- 
pose of  Congress  to  deal  with  a  complex  and  particular  sub- 
ject which,  from  its  very  nature,  required  special  legislation. 
That  act  was  the  initiation  of  a  policy  by  Congress  looking 
to  the  development  and  working  out  of  a  harmonious  system 
to  regulate  the  highly  important  subject  of  interstate  trans- 
portation. 

Conceding  arguendo  that  the  debates  which  took  place  at 
the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1890  may  not  be  resorted 
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to  as  a  means  of  interpreting  its  text,  yet  a  review  of  the  pro- 
ceedings connected  with  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890, 
through  the  two  houses  of  Congress,  it  seems  to  me,  leaves  no 
room  for  question  that  the  act  was  not  designed  to  cover  the 
particular  subjects  which  had  been  theretofore  specially  regu- 
lated by  provisions  of  the  interstate  commerce  law. 

[859]  Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1890,  various  re- 
ports had  been  made  to  Congress  concerning  the  operations 
of  the  Interstate  Conmierce  Act,  in  which  the  commission 
pointed  out  the  desirability  and  necessity  of  contracts  be- 
tween railroad  companies  in  the  matter  of  classification, 
stable  rates,  etc.  After  the  act  of  1890  had  been  adopted  in 
the  Senate,  it  was  amended  in  the  House  of  Eepresentatives 
so  as  to  specifically  include  among  the  contracts  declared  law- 
ful ^^  contracts  for  the  transportation  of  persons  or  property 
from  one  State  or  Territory  into  another."  Cong.  Rec  vol. 
21,  part  5,  pp.  4099,  4144.  On  the  return  of  the  bill  to  the 
Senate  the  amendment  was  agreed  to  with  the  added  pro- 
vision that  the  contracts  for  transportation  to  be  prohibited, 
^should  only  be  such  as  raise  the  rates  of  transportation 
above  what  is  just  and  reasonable.''  lb.  4753.  The  House 
refused  to  concur  in  the  Senate  amendment  A  conference 
committee  was  appointed  by  both  bodies,  which  recommended 
that  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  recede  from  its  disagree- 
ment to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same, 
modified  by  the  addition  of  the  provision  that  "  nothing  in 
this  act  shall  be  deemed  or  held  to  impair  the  powers  of  the 
several  States  in  respect  to  any  of  the  matters  in  this  act 
mentioned."  In  a  statement  accompanying  the  report,  Mr. 
Stewart,  for  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House,  said : 

"A  majority  of  the  committee  of  conference  on  the  part  of  the 
House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  Senate  bUl  one» 
Bobmit  the  following  statement : 

"In  the  original  bill  two  things  were  declared  illegal,  namely: 
contracts  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce,  and  the  monop- 
olization of  soch  trade. 

"  Its  only  object  was  the  control  of  trusts,  so  called,  so  far  as  sach 
combinations  in  their  relation  to  interstate  trade  are  within  reach  of 
Federal  legislation. 

'^The  House  amendment  extends  the  scope  of  the  act  to  all  agree- 
ments entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  competition,  either 
In  the  porchase  or  sale  of  commodities,  or  in  the  transportation  of 
persons  or  property  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  Congress. 

[SeO]  **  It  declares  Ulegal  any  agreement  for  relief  from  the  efTecta 
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of  competition  in  the^two  induBtries  of  tram^KNtatton  and  merchao- 
dlsing,  however  excessive  or  destructive  such  competition  may  be. 

'*The  amendment  reported  by  the  conferees  is  the  Senate  amend- 
ment with  the  added  proviso  that  the  power  of  the  Statea  over  the 
8i:U>Jects  embraced  in  the  act  shall  not  be  impaired  thereby. 

"  It  strikes  from  the  House  amendment  the  clause  relating  to  con- 
tracts for  the  purchase  of  merchandlsei  and  modifies  the  transporta* 
tlon  clause  by  malting  unlawful  agreements  which  raise  rates  abova 
what  is  just  and  reasonable."    Gong.  Rec.,  vol.  21,  part  6^  pu  69001 

The  House  rejected  the  report  of  the  conference  committee 
and  adhered  to  its  amendments.  A  new  conference  com- 
mittee was  appointed,  and  the  recommendation  of  that  com- 
mittee that  both  houses  recede  was  concurred  in,  and  the  bill 
as  it  originally  passed  the  Senate  was  adopted.  Cong.  Bee 
vol.  21,  part  9,  p.  6212. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  bill  was  originally  introduced  in 
the  form  in  which  it  now  appears;  that  this  form  was 
thought  not  to  be  sufficient  to  embrace  railroad  transporta- 
tion, and  that  a  determined  effort  was  made  by  the  proposed 
amendment  to  include  such  contracts,  and  that  the  effort  was 
unsuccessful.  The  reports  to  Congress  by  the  commission 
and  by  the  conference  committee  being  facts  proper  to  be 
noticed  in  seeking  to  ascertain  the  intention  of  Congress, 
Church  of  Holy  Trinity  v.  United  States,  143  U.  S.  457,  it 
would  seem  to  be  manifest  therefrom  that  there  was  no  in- 
tention by  the  act  to  interfere  with  the  control  and  regulation 
of  railroads  under  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  or  with  acts 
of  the  companies  which  had  therefore  been  recognized  as  in 
conformity  to  and  not  in  conflict  with  that  act. 

That  there  was  and  could  have  been  no  intention  to  repeal 
by  the  act  of  1890  the  earlier  "  act  to  regulate  interstate  com- 
merce **  is  additionally  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  no  reference 
is  made  in  the  later  act  to  the  prior  one,  and  that  no  language 
is  contained  in  the  act  of  1890  which  could  in  any  way  be  con- 
[861]  strued  as  abrogating  any  of  the  rights  conferred  or 
powers  called  into  existence  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act 
Nowhere,  contemporaneous  with  the  act  of  1890,  is  theve  any- 
thing indicating  that  any  one  supposed  that  the  provisions  of 
that  act  were  intended  to  repeal  the  Interstate  CMuneroe  Aet 
The  understanding  of  Congress  in  this  respect  is  ^own  by  the 
circumstance  that  the  Interstate  Ccmuneroe  Act  has  been 
amended  in  material  particulars  and  treated  as  existing  since 
the  adoption  of  the  act  of  1890;  and  this  conception  of  the 
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legislative  department  of  the  Government  has  also  been  that 
entertained  by  the  executive  and  judicial  departments,  evi- 
denced by  tiie  appointment  of  new  members  of  the  commis- 
sion, and  by  decisions  of  the  courts  enforcing  various  pro- 
visions of  tiiat  act,  and  treating  it  as  still  subsisting  in  its 
entirety.  The  two  laws  then  coexisting — ^is  the  agreement  of 
the  carriers  to  secure  a  uniform  classification  of  freight  and  to 
prevent  secret  changes  of  the  published  rates,  in  other  words, 
to  secure  just  and  fair  dealings  between  each  other,  sanctioned 
by  the  act  to  regulate  interstate  commerce,  and,  therefore,  not 
within  the  inhibition  of  the  act  of  1890? 

The  Interstate  Commerce  Act  provided  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  commission  to  whom  was  to  be  confided  the  super- 
vision of  the  execution  of  the  law^  Without  going  into 
detailed  mention  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  I  adopt  and 
quote  the  summary  statement  of  the  leading  features  of  the 
original  act  contained  in  the  first  annual  report  made  to  Con- 
gress by  the  commission,  as  required  by  the  act  It  is  as 
follows : 

"AH  charges  made  for  services  by  carriers  subject  to  the  act  must 
be  reasonable  and  just  Every  unjust  and  unreasonable  charge  is 
prohibited  and  declared  to  be  unlawful. 

"  The  direct  or  indirect  charging,  demanding,  collecting  or  receiving 
for  any  service  rendered  a  greater  or  less  compensation  from  any  one 
or  more  persons  than  from  any  other  for  a  lilce  and  contemporaneous 
service,  is  declared  to  be  unjust  discrimination  and  is  prohibited. 

"  The  giving  of  any  undue  or  unreasonable  preferences,  as  between 
persons  or  localities,  or  kinds  of  traffic,  or  the  subject  [868]  ing  any 
one  of  them  to  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage,  is 
declared  to  be  unlawful. 

"Reasonable,  proper  and  equal  facilities  for  the  interchange  of 
traffic  between  lines,  and  for  the  receivUig,  forwarding  and  delivering 
of  passengers  and  property  between  connecting  lines  is  required,  and 
discrimination  In  rates  and  charges  as  between  connecting  Ifaies  is 
forbidden. 

••  It  is  made  unlawful  to  charge  or  receive  any  greater  compensation 
In  the  aggregate  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  or  the  like  kind 
of  property  under  substantially  similar  circumstances  and  conditions 
for  a  shorter  than  for  a  longer  distance  over  the  same  line  In  the 
same  direction,  the  shorter  being  included  within  the  longer  distance. 

"  Contracts,  agreements  or  combinations  for  the  pooling  of  freights 
of  different  and  competing  railroads,  or  for  dividing  between  them  the 
aggregate  or  net  earnings  of  such  railroads  or  any  portion  thereof, 
are  declared  to  be  unlawful. 

"All  carriers  subject  to  the  law  are  required  to  print  their  tariffs 
for  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property,  and  to  keep  them  for 
public  inspection  at  efv&cy  depot  or  station  on  their  roads.  Aa  ad- 
vance \n  rates  is  not  to  be  made  until  after  ten  days'  public  notice, 
but  a  reduction  in  rates  may  be  made  to  take  effect  at  once,  the  notice 
«f  tke  same  being  isunedlately  and  puMlely  g^Yea.    The  rates  pabUcIf 
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notified  are  to  be  the  maximum  as  well  as  the  mhiimnm  charges 
which  can  be  collected  or  received  for  the  serviceB  respectirely  for 
which  they  purport  to  be  established. 

**  Copies  of  all  tarilTs  are  required  to  be  filed  with  this  commission, 
which  is  also  to  be  promptly  notified  of  all  changes  that  shall  be  made 
in  the  same.  The  joint  tariffs  of  connecting  roads  are  also  required 
to  be  filed,  and  also  copies  of  all  contracts,  agreements  or  arrange- 
ments between  carriers  In  relation  to  trafl3c  affected  by  the  act 

"  It  is  made  unlawful  for  any  carrier  to  enter  into  any  combination, 
contract  or  agreement,  expressed  or  implied,  to  prevent,  by  change  of 
time  schedules,  carriage  in  different  cars,  or  by  other  means  or  de- 
vices, the  carriage  of  freights  from  being  continuous  from  the  place 
of  shipment  to  the  place  of  destination." 


These  provisions  substantially  exist  in  the  act  as 
now  in  force,  except  that  by  an  amendment  made  March  2, 
1889,  it  was  provided  that  rates  should  not  be  reduced  by 
carriers  except  upon  three  days'  public  notice  of  an  intention 
so  to  do. 

This  summary  of  the  act,  which  omits  reference  to  a  num- 
ber of  its  provisions  relating  to  the  power  of  the  commission 
and  the  mode  in  which  these  powers  are  to  be  exercised,  will 
suffice  for  an  examination  of  the  matter  in  hahd. 

Now,  a  consideration  of  the  terms  of  the  statute,  I  submit, 
makes  it  dear  that  the  contract  here  sought  to  be  avoided 
as  illegal  is  either  directly  sanctioned  or  impliedly  authorized 
thereby.  That  the  act  did  not  contemplate  that  the  relations 
of  the  carrier  should  be  confined  to  his  own  line  and  to  busi- 
ness going  over  such  line  alone,  is  conclusively  shown  by  the 
fact  that  the  act  specifically  provides  for  joint  and  continu- 
ous lines;  in  other  words,  for  agreements  between  several 
roads  to  compose  a  joint  line.  That  these  agreements  are 
to  arise  from  contract  is  also  shown  by  the  fact  that  the  law 
provides  for  the  filing  of  such  contracts  with  the  commission. 
And  it  was  also  contemplated  that  the  agreements  should 
cover  joint  rates,  since  it  provides  for  the  making  of  such 
joint  tariffs  and  for  their  publication  and  filing  with  the 
commission.  The  making  of  a  tariff  of  this  character  in- 
cludes necessarily  agreements  for  the  classification  of  freight, 
as  the  freight  classification  is  the  essential  element  in  the 
making  up  of  a  rate.  That  the  interstate  conmierce  rates, 
all  of  which  are  controlled  by  the  provisions  as  to. reason- 
ableness, were  not  intended  to  fluctuate  hourly  and  daily  as 
competition  might  ebb  and  flow,  results  from  the  fact  that 
the  published  rates  oould  not  either  be  increased  or  leduced, 
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except  after  a  q>ecified  time.  It  follows,  thea^  that  agree- 
ments as  to  reasonable  rates  and  against  their  secret  reduc- 
tion conform  exactly  to  the  terms  of  the  act.  Indeed,  the 
authority  to  make  agreements  on  this  subject  not  only  re- 
sults from  the  terms  of  the  act  just  referred  to,  but  from  its 
mandatory  provisions  forbidding  discrimination  against  or 
preference  to  persons  and  places.  The  argument  that  these 
provisions  referred  to  joint  lines  alone  and  not  to  competi- 
tive lines  is  without  force;  since  joint  rates  necessarily  relate 
to  and  [364]  are  influenced  by  the  rates  on  competitive  lines. 
To  illustrate,  suppose  three  joint  lines  of  railroads  between 
Chicago  and  New  York,  each  made  up  of  many  roads.  How 
could  a  joint  rate  be  agreed  on  by  the  roads  composing  one 
of  these  continuous  lines,  without  an  ascertainment  of  the 
rate  existing  on  the  other  continuous  line?  What  contract 
could  be  made  with  safety  for  transportation  over  one  of 
the  lines  without  taking  into  account  the  rate  of  all  the 
others?  There  certainly  could  be  no  prevention  of  unjust 
discrimination  as  to  the  persons  and  places  within  a  given 
territory,  unless  the  rates  of  all  competing  lines  within  the 
territory  be  considered  and  the  sudden  change  of  the  pub- 
lished rates  of  all  such  lines  be  guarded  against. 

I  do  not  further  elaborate  the  reasons  demonstrating  that 
classification  is  essential  to  rate  making,  and  that  a  joint  rate 
to  be  feasible  must  consider  the  competitive  rates  in  the  same 
territory,  since  these  propositions  are  to  me  self-evident,  and 
their  correctness  is  substantiated  by  statements  found  in  the 
reports  of  the  Interstate  CJommerce  Commission  to  Congress, 
of  which  reports  judicial  notice  may  be  taken.  Heath  v. 
Wallace,  138  U.  S.  573,  584. 

I  excerpt  from  some  of  -these  reports  of  the  commission  to 
Congress  statements  bearing  on  these  subjects,  as  well  as 
other  statements  indicating  that  agreements  among  carriers, 
competitive  as  well  as  connecting,  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
a  uniform  classification  and  preventing  of  undercutting  of 
rates,  underbilling,  etc.,  existed  prior  to  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act,  were  continued  thereafter,  and  were  deemed  not 
to  be  forbidden  by  law,  but,  on  the  contrary,  were  considered 
as  instruments  tending  to  secure  its  successful  evolution. 
Whilst  it  is  doubtless  true  that  in  a  recent  report  the  oom- 
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mission,  as  now  constituted,  has  said  that  agreanents  between 
competitors  to  prevent  the  midercutting  of  rates  nuiy  operate 
to  cause  carriers  to  disregard  the  lawful  orders  of  the  com- 
mission, this  fact  does  not  change  the  legal  inference  to  be 
deduced  from  the  construction  placed  upon  the  law  by  those 
charged  wiih  its  administration  in  the  period  immediately 
following  its  adoption  and  which  was  then  reported  to  Con- 


[366]  On  the  subject  of  relative  rates,  the  commission,  at 
page  89  of  their  first  annual  report  said :  ^  Questions  of  rates 
on  one  line  or  at  one  point  cannot  be  considered  by  themselves 
exclusively;  a  change  in  them  may  affect  rates  in  a  consid- 
erable part  of  the  country.  .  .  .  Just  rates  are  always  rel- 
ative; the  act  itself  provides  for  its  being  so  when  it  forbids 
unjust  discrimination  as  between  localities."  That  is  to  say, 
if  one  continuous  line  made  joint  rates  and  fixed  and  pub- 
lished them,  and  the  other  then  made  a  different  rate,  not 
only  would  the  first  joint  rate  be  injurious  to  the  interests  of 
the  railroads  making  it,  during  the  period  in  which  it  could 
not  be  changed,  but  would  also  be  against  the  interests  of 
the  public  and  of  those  who  had  contracted  to  ship,  since  it 
would  create  among  shippers  and  the  receivers  that  inequal- 
ity which  it  was  the  express  purpose  of  the  act  to  prevent. 

In  the  same  report  of  the  commission,  at  page  83,  not  only 
the  exi)ediency  but  the  necessity  of  contractual  relations  be- 
tween railroad  companies  is  pointed  out  in  the  following 
language : 

"  To  make  railroads  of  the  greatest  possible  service  to  tlio  country, 
contract  relations  would  be  essential,  because  there  would  need  to  be 
Joint  tarifts,  joint  running  arrangements,  an  interchahge  of  cars  and  a 
giving  of  credit  to  a  large  extent,  some  of  which  were  obviously 
beyond  the  reach  of  compulsory  legislation,  and  even  if  they  were  not 
could  be  best  settled  and  all  the  incidents  and  qualifications  fixed  by 
the  voluntary  action  of  the  parties  In  control  of  the  roads  respectively." 

Also  at  page  35,  after  referring  to  the  fact  that  the  former 
railroad  associations  had  been  continued  in  existence  since 
the  enactment  of  the  interstate  commerce  law,  though  pool- 
ing had  been  prohibited,  among  other  objects,  for  the  "  mak- 
ing of  regulations  for  uninterrupted  and  harmonious  rail- 
road communication  and  exchange  of  trajQic  within  the  terri- 
tories embraced  by  their  workings,"  the  commission  observed 
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that  ^  some  regulations  in  addition  to  those  made  by  the  law 
are  ahnost  if  not  altogether  indispensable." 

On  the  same  page  the  fact  is  emphasized  that  dassification 
had  not  been  taken,  by  the  act,  out  of  the  hands  of  the  car- 
riers, [866]  and  it  was  observed  that  classification  was  best 
made  by  the  joint  action  of  the  railroads  themselves.  In  its 
second  annual  report  the  commission,  in  commenting  upon 
the  evils  arising  from  the  want  of  friendly  business  relations 
between  railroads  and  the  injury  that  a  short  road  might 
cause  by  simply  abstaining  from  extending  accommodation 
that  could  not  be  lawfully  forced  from  it,  said  (p.  28) : 

"  The  public  has  an  Interest  In  being  protected  against  the  probable 
exercise  of  any  such  power.  But  Its  Interest  goes  further  than  this; 
It  goes  to  the  eataUlahm^it  of  such  relations  among  the  managers  of 
roads  as  will  lead  to  the  extension  of  their  traffic  arrangements  with 
mutual  responsibility,  just  as  far  as  may  be  possible,  so  that  the 
public  may  have  in  the  service  performed  all  the  benefits  and  con- 
veniences that  might  be  expected  to  follow  from  general  federation. 
There  Is  nothing  In  the  existence  of  such  arrangements  which  is  at  aU 
inconsistent  with  earnest  competition.  They  are  of  general  con- 
venience to  the  carriers,  as  well  as  to  the  public,  and  their  voluntary 
extension  may  be  looked  for  until  in  the  strife  between  the  roads  the 
limits  oC  competition  are  passed  and  warfare  is  altered  npcm.  But 
hi  order  to  form  them  great  mutual  concessions  are  often  indispen- 
sable, and  such  concessions  are  likely  to  be  made  when  relations  are 
fMendly,  but  are  not  to  be  looked  for  when  hostUe  relations  have 
been  inaugurated." 

At  page  29  of  the  report  the  existaice  of  traffic  arrange- 
ments between  railroads  is  called  to  the  attention  of  Congress 
in  the  following  language : 

**  While  the  commission  Is  not  at  this  time  prepared  to  recommend 
general  legislation  towards  the  establishment  and  promotion  of  rela- 
tions between  the  carriers  that  shall  better  subserve  the  public  Interest 
than  those  that  are  now  common,  it  must  nevertheless  look  forward 
to  the  possibility  of  something  of  that  nature  becoming  at  some  time 
hnperatlve,  unless  a  great  improvement  in  the  existing  condition  of 
things  is  volmitarUy  inaugurated.*' 

So,  also,  the  existence  of  traffic  associations,  between  com- 
petitive roads,  for  purposes  recognized  by  the  act  as  lawful, 
[867]  and  their  favorable  tendency  seems  to  be  conceded  in 
tiie  fourth  annual  report  of  the  commissioners,  where,  at  page 
29,  it  is  said: 

''If  the  regulations  which  are  established  by  the  railroad  associa- 
tions were  uniformly,  or  even  generally,  observed  by  their  members, 
respectively,  there  would  be  little  difficulty  in  enforcing  a  rule  of 
reasonable  rates,  for  the  competition  l)etween  the  roads  which  even 
then  would  exist  would  be  such  as  would  prevent  the  establishment 
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of  rates  which  are  altogether  unreasonable,  and  the  public  would  not 
be  likely  to  complain  If  they  were  satisfied  that  the  rate  sheets  were 
observed.*' 

The  character  of  associations  such  as  that  under  consider- 
ation is  alluded  to  at  page  26  of  the  same  report,  where,  in 
discussing  the  subject  of  how  best  to  secure  a  unity  of  rail- 
road interests,  it  was  observed  "  without  legislation  to  favor 
it  little  can  be  done  beyond  the  formation  of  consulting  and 
advisory  associations,  and  the  work  of  these  is  not  only  nec- 
essarily defective,  but  it  is  also  limited  to  a  circumscribed 
territory.** 

The  significance  of  the  statement  that  to  obtain  uniformity 
of  classification,  a  result  most  desirable  for  the  best  interests 
of  the  public,  agreements  between  the  railroads  themselves 
was  essential,  is  apparent  from  the  fact,  frequently  declared 
by  the  commission  in  its  reports,  that  uniformity  of  classifi- 
cation is  one  of  the  prerequisites  of  uniformity  of  rates.  1 
Ann.  Sep.  30,  35;  2  Ann.  Hep.  40;  3  Ann.  Hep.  51,  52;  4 
Ann.  Kep.  32.  The  very  great  importance  of  uniform  and 
stable  rates  has  also  frequently  been  reiterated  in  the  reports 
of  the  commission.  Thus,  at  page  6  of  the  first  annual  re- 
port, in  reviewing  the  causes  which  led  to  the  ad(^ti6n  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  it  is  said : 

"  Permanence  of  rates  was  also  seen  to  be  of  very  high  importance 
to  every  man  engaged  in  business  enterprises,  since  without  it  business 
contracts  were  lottery  ventures.  It  was  also  perceived  that  the  abso- 
lute sum  of  the  money  charges  exacted  for  transportation.  If  not  clearly 
beyond  the  bounds  of  reason,  was  of  inferior  importance  in  compari- 
son with  the  obtaining  of  rates  that  sholud  be  open,  equal,  relatively 
Just  [868]  as  between  places  and  as  steady  as  in  the  nature  of  things 
was  practicable." 

That  unstable  rates  between  competing  carriers  lead  to  in- 
jurious discrimination,  one  of  the  evils  sought  to  be  remedied 
by  the  act,  was  mentioned  in  the  same  report  at  pages  36  and 
37,  in  connection  with  a  discussion  of  the  subject  of  reason- 
able charges,  in  the  following  language : 

"Among  the  reasons  most  frequently  operating  to  cause  complaints 
of  rates  may  be  mentioned:  the  want  of  steadiness  In  rates.  .  .  . 
More  often,  perhaps,  growing  out  of  disagreements  between  competing 
companies,  which,  when  they  become  serious,  may  result  in  wars  of 
rates  between  them.  Wars  of  rates,  when  mutual  injury  is  the  chi^ 
purpose  in  view,  as  is  sometimes  the  case,  are  not  only  mischievous 
in  their  immediate  effects  upon  the  parties  to  them,  and  upon  the 
business  community  whose  calculations  and  plans  must  for  a  time  be 
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disturbed,  but  they  have  a  permanently  injurious  influence  upon  the 
railroad  service  because  of  their  effect  upon  the  public  mind." 

The  evil  effects  of  shifting  rates  was  also  treated  of  at 
page  22  of  the  second  annual  report,  where  the  commission 
inserted  a  letter  received  from  a  business  man  of  Kansas 
City,  not  connected  with  railroads,  who  said : 

"The  frequent  and  violent  changes  in  railway  rates  which  have 
taken  place  during  the  past  few  years  and  wihch  seem  likely  to  be 
unabated,  seems  to  me  to  call  for  new  legislation  in  the  way  of 
amendment  of  the  interstate  commerce  bill.  These  changes  are  ruin- 
ous to  all  business  men,  as  well  as  the  railways,  and  are  the  cause 
of  great  discontent  among  shippers  everywhere,  and  especially  to  the 
farmers.  What  is  needed  is  a  fixed  permanent  rate,  which  shall  be 
reasonable,  and  which  can  be  counted  upon  by  any  one  engaging  in 
business." 

So,  also,  in  the  fourth  annual  report  it  was  observed  that 
shifting,  unstable  rates,  by  competing  roads,  was  contraify 
to  the  purpose  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  and  ham- 
pered the  operations  of  the  commission.  It  was  said  at 
page  21 : 

[869]  "  In  former  reports  the  commission  has  referred  to  the  un- 
doubted fact  that  competition  for  business  between  railroad  copmanies 
is  often  pushed  to  ruinous  extremes,  and  the  most  serious  difficulty  in 
the  way  of  securing  obedience  to  the  law  may  be  traced  to  this  fact 
When  competition  degenerates  to  rate  wars,  they  are  as  unsettling  to 
the  business  of  the  country  as  they  are  mischievous  to  the  carriers, 
and  the  spirit  of  existing  law  is  against  them." 

In  addition  to  the  teict  of  the  law  heretofore  commented  oi^ 
the  section  which  forbids  pooling  adds  cogency  to  the  con- 
struction that  the  law  could  not  have  been  intended  to  forbid 
contracts  between  carriers  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the 
doing  of  those  things  which  the  law  forbade.  For,  as  I  have 
said,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the 
act  there  existed  associations  and  contracts  between  carriers 
for  other  purposes  than  the  pooling  of  their  earnings.  Whilst 
the  exact  scope  of  these  contracts  is  not  shown,  the  fact  that 
tlieir  existence  was  considered  by  Congress  results  from  the 
face  of  the  act,  since  it  requires  that  agreements  and  contracts 
between  carriers  shall  be  filed  with  the  commission.  More- 
over, the  earlier  reports  of  the  commission,  as  I  have  shown, 
refer  to  such  traffic  agreements,  and  state  that  after  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act  they  continued  to  exist  as  they  had  existed 
before  eliminating  only  the  pooling  feature. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  when  the  act  expressly  forbids  eon- 

10870<»— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1- 
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tracts  and  combinations  between  railroads  for  pooling^  and 
makes  no  mention  of  other  contracts^  it  is  clear  that  the  con- 
tinued existence  of  such  contracts  was  contemplated,  and 
they  are  not  intended  to  be  forbidden  by  the  act.  The  ele- 
mentary rule  of  expressio  unites  entirely  justifies  this  im- 
plication. 

And  it  is,  I  submit,  no  answer  to  this  reasoning  to  say  that 
tiie  record  does  not  show  the  terms  of  these  contracts,  since 
judicial  notice  may  be  taken  of  the  reports  made  by  the  com- 
mission to  Congress,  from  which  reports  the  nature  of  the 
contracts  is  sufficiently  pointed  out  to  authorize  the  con- 
clusion that  they  were  of  the  general  character  of  the  one 
here  assailed. 

Whilst  the  excerpts  from  the  reports  of  the  commission 
which  have  been  heretofore  made,  serve  to  elucidate  the  text 
[870]  of  the  act,  they  also,  I  submit,  constitute  a  contempo- 
raneous construction  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  made  by 
the  officers  charged  with  its  administration,  which  is  entitled 
to  very  great  weight.  Brown  v.  United  States^  113  U.  S. 
668,  571,  and  cases  there  cited. 

The  rule  sustained  by  these  authorities  receives  additional 
sanction  here,  from  the  fact  that  the  construction  at  the  time 
made  by  the  commission  was  reported  to  Congress,  and  the 
act  was  subsequently  amended  by  that  body  without  any 
repudiation  of  such  construction. 

It  is,  I  submit,  therefore  not  to  be  denied  that  the  agree- 
ment between  the  carriers,  the  validity  of  which  is  here 
drawn  in  question,  seeking  to  secure  uniform  classification 
and  to  prevent  the  undercutting  of  the  published  rates,  even 
though  such  agreements  be  made  with  competing  as  well  as 
joint  lines,  is  in  accord  with  the  plain  text  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act,  and  is  in  harmony  with  the  views  of  the  pur- 
poses of  that  law  contemporaneously  expressed  to  Congress 
by  the  body  immediately  charged  with  its  administration, 
and  tacitly  approved  by  Congress. 

But,  departing  from  a  consideration  of  the  mere  text  and 
looking  at  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  from  a  broader  as- 
pect, in  order  to  discover  the  intention  of  the  lawmaker  and 
to  discern  the  evils  which  it  was  intended  to  suppress  and  the 
remedies  which  it  was  proposed  to  afford  by  its  enactment,  it 
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seems  to  me  very  clear  that  the  contract  in  question  is  in 
accord  with  the  act  and  should  not  be  avoided. 

It  cannot  be  questioned  that  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act 
was  intended  by  Congress  to  inaugurate  a  new  policy  for  the 
purpose  of  reasonably  controlling  interstate  commerce  rates 
and  the  dealings  of  carriers  with  reference  to  such  rates. 
Two  systems  were  necessarily  presented:  the  one  a  prohibi- 
tion against  the  exaction  of  all  unreasonable  rates  and  sub- 
ject to  this  restriction,  allowing  the  hourly  and  daily  play 
of  untrammelled  competition,  resulting  in  inequality  and  dis- 
crimination ;  the  other  imposing  a  like  duty  as  to  reasonable 
rates,  and  whilst  allowing  competition  subject  to  this  limita- 
tion, preventing  the  injurious  consequences  arising  from  a 
[871]  constant  and  daily  change  of  rates  between  connecting 
or  competing  lines,  thus  avoiding  discrimination  and  pref- 
erence as  to  persons  and  places. 

The  second  of  these  systems  is,  I  submit,  plainly  the  one 
embodied  in  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  At  the  outset 
reasonable  rates  are  exacted,  and  the  power  to  strike  down 
rates  which  are  unreasonable  is  provided.  In  the  subsequent 
provisions  discrimination  against  persons  and  against  places 
to  arise  from  daily  fluctuations  in  rates  is  guarded  against  by 
requiring  publication  of  rates  and  forbidding  changes  of  the 
published  rates,  whether  by  way  of  increase  or  reduction 
during  a  limited  time.  To  hold,  then,  the  contract  under  con- 
sideration to  be  invalid  when  it  simply  provides  for  uniform 
classification,  and  seeks  to  prevent  secret  or  sudden  changes 
in  ihe  published  rates,  would  be  to  avoid  a  contract  covered 
by  the  law  and  embodied  in  its  policy.  It  cannot,  I  think,  be 
correctly  said  that  whilst  the  avowed  purpose  of  the  contract 
in  question  embraced  only  the  foregoing  objects,  its  ulterior 
intent  was  to  bring  about  results  in  conflict  with  the  inter- 
state commerce  law.  The  answers  to  the  bill  of  complaint 
specially  denied  the  allegations  as  to  the  improper  motives  of 
the  parties  to  the  contract,  and  also  expressly  averred  their 
lawful  and  innocent  intention.  As  the  case  was  heard  upon 
bill  and  answer,  improper  motives  cannot  therefore  be  im- 
puted. Indeed,  the  opinion  of  the  court  sustains  this  view, 
since  it  eliminates  all  consideration  of  improper  motives  and 
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holds  that  the  validity  of  the  contract  must  depend  upon  its 
face,  and  deduces  as  a  legal  conclusion  from  this  premise  that 
the  contract  is  invalid,  because  even  reasonable  contracts  are 
embraced  within  the  purview  of  the  act  of  1890.  To  my 
mind,  the  judicial  declaration  that  carriers  cannot  agree 
among  themselves  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  in  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  provisions  of  the  interstate  commerce  law,  will 
strike  a  blow  at  the  beneficial  results  of  that  act,  and  will 
have  a  direct  tendency  to  produce  the  preferences  and  dis- 
ciiminations  which  it  was  one  of  the  main  objects  of  the  act 
to  frustrate.  The  great  complexity  of  the  subject,  the  nu- 
merous interests  concerned  in  it.  the  vast  area  over  which  it 
(372]  operates,  present  difficulties  enou^  without,  it  seems 
to  me,  its  being  advisable  to  add  to  them  by  holding  that  a 
contract  which  is  supported  by  the  text  of  the  law  is  invalid, 
because,  although  it  is  reasonable  and  just,  it  must  be  con- 
sidered as  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Nor,  do  I  think  that  the  danger  of  these  evil  consequences 
is  avoided  by  the  statement  that  if  the  contract  be  annulled, 
these  dangers  will  not  arise,  because  experience  shows  that 
contracts  such  as  that  here  in  question,  when  entered  into 
by  railroads,  are  never  observed,  and  therefore  it  is  just  as 
though  the  contract  did  not  exist  How,  may  I  ask,  can 
judicial  notice  be  taken  of  this  fact,  when  it  is  said  that 
judicial  notice  cannot  be  taken  of  the  fact  that  there  are  such 
contracts?  How,  moreover,  may  I  ask,  can  it  be  said  on  one 
branch  of  the  case  that  the  contract,  although  reasonable, 
must  be  avoided,  because  it  is  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade, 
and  then  on  the  other  branch  declared  that  contracts  of  that 
character  never  do  restrain  trade  because  they  are  never 
carried  out  between  the  parties  who  enter  into  them  ? 

There  is  another  contention  which,  I  submit,  is  also  un- 
soimd,  that  is  the  suggestion  that  it  is  impossible  to  say  that 
there  can  be  such  a  thing  as  a  reasonable  contract  between 
railroads  seeking  to  avoid  sudden  or  secret  changes  in  reason- 
able rates  because  the  question  of  railroad  rates  is  so  complex 
and  is  involved  in  so  much  difficulty  that  to  say  that  a  rate  is 
reasonable  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  it  must  be  fixed  by 
the  railroads  themselves,  as  no  mind  outside  of  the  officials  of 
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the  particular  roads  can  determine  whether  a  rate  is  reason- 
able or  not  But  this  proposition  absolutely  conflicts  with 
the  methods  of  dealing  with  railroad  rates  adopted  in  Eng- 
land and  expressly  put  in  force  by  Congress  in  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  and  by  many  of  the  States  of  the  Union.  For 
years,  the  rule  in  England  was  reasonable  rates  enforced  by 
judicial  power,  and  subsequently  by  enactment  securing  such 
reasonable  rates  by  administrative  authority.  The  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  especially  provides  for  reasonable  rates,  and 
vests  primarily  in  the  commission,  and  then  in  the  courts  the 
power  to  enforce  the  provision  and  like  machinery  is  provided 
[373]  in  many  of  the  States.  Will  it  be  said  that  Congress 
and  other  legislative  bodies  have  provided  for  reasonable  rates 
and  created  the  machinery  to  enforce  them,  when  whether 
rates  are  reasonable  or  not  is  impossible  of  ascertainment? 
If  this  proposition  be  correct,  what,  may  I  ask,  becomes  of  the 
judgment  of  this  court  in  Cincinnati^  New  Orleans  (&c.  Rail- 
way Co.  V.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  162  U.  S.  184, 
where  it  is  held  that  the  order  of  the  commission  finding 
certain  rates  charged  by  a  railroad  to  be  unreasonable  was 
correct? 

In  conclusion,  I  notice  briefly  the  proposition  that  though 
it  be  admitted  that  contracts,  when  made  by  individuals  or 
private  corporations,  when  reasonable,  will  not  be  considered 
as  in  restraint  of  trade,  yet  such  is  not  the  case  as  to  public 
corporations,  because  any  contract  made  by  them  in  any 
measure  in  restraint  of  trade,  even  when  reasonable,  is  pre- 
sumptively injurious  to  the  public  interests,  and  therefore 
invalid.  The  fallacy  in  this  proposition  consists  in  overlook- 
ing the  distinction  between  acts  of  a  public  corporation  which 
are  ultra  vires  and  those  which  are  not.  If  the  contract  of 
such  a  corporation  which  is  assailed  be  ultra  vires,  of  course 
the  question  of  reasonableness  becomes  irrelevant,  since  the 
charter  is  the  reason  of  the  being  of  the  corporation.  The 
doctrine  is  predicated  on  the  following  expressions  taken 
from  the  opinion  of  the  court  expressed  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Fuller  in  Oibhs  v.  Baltimore  Gas  Co.,  130  U.  S.  396,  408 : 

"Tliat  in  the  instance  of  business  of  such  a  character  tliat  it  pre- 
sumably cannot  be  restrained  to  any  extent  whatever  without  preju- 
dice to  the  public  interests,  conrts  decline  to  enforce  or  sustahi  con- 
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tracts  imposing  sucli  restraint,  liowever  partial,  because  in  contra- 
vention of  public  policy.  Tliis  subject  is  much  considered,  and  the 
authorities  cited  in  West  Virginia  Transportation  Co.  v.  Ohio  River 
Pipe  Line  Co,,  22  West  Va.  GOO ;  Chicago  do.  Qas  Co.  v.  People's  Gas 
Co.,  121  Illinois,  530 ;  Western  Union  Telegraph  Co.  v.  American  Union 
Telegraph  Co.,  65  Georgia,  160." 

But,  manifestly,  this  language  must  be  construed  with 
reference  to  the  facts  of  the  case  in  which  it  was  used.  What 
the  facts  were  in  that  case  is  shown  by  the  statement  in  the 
[374]  opinion  (p.  406)  that  the  contract  there  considered 
"  was  an  agreement  for  the  abandonment  by  one  of  the  com- 
panies of  the  discharge  of  its  duties  to  the  public."  It  is  also 
to  be  remembered  that  it  was  this  character  of  contract,  that 
is,  one  which  was  ultra  vires,  which  was  held  to  be  illegal  in 
the  West  Virginia,  Illinois  and  Georgia  cases,  which  were 
cited  in  the  Gibbs  case  in  support  of  the  excerpt  just  quoted. 
That  the  language  in  the  Gibbs  case  referred  to  conditions  of 
fact  like  that  there  passed  upon,  that  is,  contracts  ultra  vires^ 
is  shown  by  the  subsequent  case  of  Chicago  dsc.  Railway  Co. 
V.  Pullman  Car  Co.,  139  U.  S.  79,  where  a  contract  of  the 
railway  company  was  assailed  as  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  the 
court  held  that  although  by  the  contract  the  company  had 
restrained  itself  for  a  long  period  of  years  from  using  other 
than  certain  drawing  room  and  sleeping  cars,  the  contract 
was  yet  a  valid  and  proper  contract.  Manifestly,  this  de- 
cision is  utterly  irreconcilable  with  the  view  that  in  the  case 
of  a  railroad  company,  every  restraint  imposed  by  contract 
upon  its  freedom  of  action  is  necessarily  injurious  to  the 
public  interests,  and  hence  invalid.  Indeed,  the  proposition 
that  any  restraint  of  its  conduct  which  a  railroad  may  create 
by  contract  is  invalid,  because  such  road  is  a  public  corpora- 
tion, is  demonstrated  to  be  erroneous  by  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act,  which,  in  the  provisions  heretofore  referred  to, 
not  only  expressly  authorizes,  but  in  some  instances,  com- 
mands agreements  from  which  restraint  of  the  action  of  the 
corporation  necessarily  arises. 

I  am  authorized  to  say  that  Mr.  Justice  Field,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Gray,  and  Mr.  Justice  Shiras  concur  in  this  dissent. 
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Syllabus. 
[629]    UNITED  STATES  v.  HOPKINS  ET  AL .• 
(Circuit  Court,  D.  Kansas,  First  DiTlsion.    September  20,  1897.) 
[82  Fed.,  529.] 

Monopolies  and  Restraints  of  Trade. — In  a  suit  to  restrain  alleged 
violations  of  the  law  of  July  2,  1890,  against  trusts  and  monopolies 
affecting  Interstate  commerce,  the  existence  of  an  illegal  combi- 
nation nraong  the  defendants  is  to  be  determined  not  alone  from 
what  appears  on  the  face  of  the  preamble,  rules,  and  by-laws  of 
their  association,  but  from  the  entire  situation,  and  the  practical 
worliing  and  results  of  their  methods  of  doing  business,  as  dis- 
closed by  the  evidence.'* 

Same — Live-Stock  Exchange. — The  defendants  were  members  of  a 
voluntary,  uDin(K>rporated  exchange  or  association  at  Kansas  City, 
and  had  agreed  to  be  bound  by  its  articles  of  association,  rules, 
and  by-laws.  Their  business  consisted  In  receiving,  buying,  selling. 
and  handling,  as  commission  merchants,  live  stock  received  at  the 
Kansas  City  stocic  yards  from,  and  sold  for  shipment  to,  various 
states  and  territories.  These  stocic  yards  furnished  the  only  avail- 
able public  ma  rivet  for  that  purpose  for  an  exceedingly  large  area, 
including  many  states  and  territories.  One  of  the  rules  of  the 
association  fixed  a  minimum  rate  of  commissions  to  be  charged 
by  members  of  the  association,  and  prohibited  the  employment, 
by  any  commission  firm  or  corporation,  of  more  than  three  per- 
sons to  travel  and  solicit  business,  and  prohibited  the  sending  of 
prepaid  telegram  or  telephone  messages  quoting  the  markets;  and 
another  rule  shut  out  all  dealings  and  business  intercourse  between 
members  and  nonmenU^ers.  Persons  attempting  to  carry  on  busi- 
ness without  joining  tlie  exchange  were  systematically  blacklisted 
and  boycotted,  and  thus  effectually  prevented  from  securing  or 
transacting  business.  Held,  that  the  association  was  an  Illegal  com- 
bination to  restrict,  monoi>olize,  and  control  that  class  of  trade  and 
commerce. 

Same — Reasonadlkness  of  Restraints. — The  act  of  congress  Is  aimed 
against  all  restraints  of  Interstate  commerce,  and  its  purpose  is  to 
permit  conunorce  between  tlie  states  to  flow  In  Its  natural  channels, 
unrest ritUnl  l\v  any  coniMnatlons,  contracts,  conspiracies,  or  mo- 
nopolii's  whatsoever.  The  reasonableness  of  the  restrictions  in  a 
given  case  is  immaterial. 

Commerce  betw  fkn  the  States. — The  fact  that  the  place  of  business 
of  an  association  is  lo  ated  up<m  both  sides  of  the  line  dividing  two 


o  Appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit,  and  re- 
moved to  tlie  Supreme  Court  on  writ  of  certiorari  (84  Fed.,  1018). 
Memorandum  notation.  »See  p.  74 S.  Reversed  by  Supreme  Court, 
with  directions  to  dismiss  the  l)Ul  (171  U.  S.,  578).     See  p.  941. 

b  Syllal)iis  copyrighted,  18D8,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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states  is  in  itself  of  no  material  importance  in  determining  wbether 
the  business  transacted  by  it  is  commerce  between  the  states. 

SAiiE. — ^The  shipments  of  live  stoclt  from  growers,  dealers,  and  traders 
in  various  states  and  territories  to  the  defendants  was  solicited  by 
the  latter  chiefly  through  personal  solicitation  of  traveling  agents, 
and  through  advertisements.  The  course  of  business  involved  fre- 
quent loans  to  shippers  in  other  states,  secured  by  chattel  mort- 
gages on  herds,  and  frequent  drafts  drawn  by  shippers  on  the 
defendants,  and  discounted  at  their  local  banks  in  other  states  on 
the  strength  of  bills  of  shipment  attached  thereto.  Shipments  were 
made  to  Kansas  City,  and  the  loans  or  drafts  paid  from  proceeds 
of  sale,  and  the  balance  remitted  to  the  shippers.  Sales  at  Kansas 
City  were  made  for  shipment  to  markets  in  other  states,  as  well 
as  for  slaughter  at  packing  houses  near  by.  The  traffic  was  of 
immense  proportions,  and  defendants  were  active  promoters,  and 
frequently  interested  parties,  and  gathered  in  for  sale  and  slaughter 
millions  of  cattle,  sheep,  and  hogs ;  and  their  rules  and  r^nilations 
covered  the  entire  business,  and  extended  over  the  whole  field 
of  operation.  Held,  that  defendants  were  engaged  in  commerce 
between  the  states,  and  were  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  law 
of  July  2,  1890,  against  trusts  and  monopolies. 

Subjects  of  Interstate  Commerce. — ^The  live  stock  shipped  to  defend- 
ants from  other  states  through  their  solicitation  and  procurement, 
to  be  sold  to  a  large  extent  for  reshipment  to  [630]  other  states, 
or,  if  the  market  should  be  unsatisfactory,  for  reshipment  for  sale 
at  markets  in  other  states,  does  not  cease  to  be  the  subject  of 
interstate  commerce  as  soon  as  it  reaches  Kansas  City  or  is  there 
unloaded,  nor  until  it  has  l)een  so  acted  upon  that  it  has  become 
incorporated  and  mingled  with  the  mass  of  property  in  the  state. 

Same — Subjects  op  Interstate  Commerce. — Live  stock  shipped  from 
various  states  to  the  yards  of  a  stock-yards  association  in  another 
state,  by  the  solicitation  and  procurement  of  the  meml>ers  thereof, 
to  be  there  sold,  or  to  be  reshipped  to  other  states,  if  the  market, 
should  be  unsatisfactory,  does  not  cease  to  be  a  subject  of  Inter-, 
state  commerce  as  soon  as  it  reaches  such  yards  and  is  there  un- 
loaded, nor  until  it  has  been  further  acted  upon  so  as  to  become 
mingled  with  the  mass  of  property  in  the  state. 

The  bill  in  this  case  is  presented  under  the  act  of  congress 
of  July  2, 1890  (26  Stat.  209) . 

It  charges  that  each  of  the  defendants,  about  300  in  number,  are 
members  of  a  voluntary,  unincorporated  association,  known  and  desig- 
nated as  the  "Kansas  City  Live-Stock  Exchange,"  and  have  adopteil 
articles  of  association  and  rules  and  by-laws  whereby  they  have  agreed 
that  they  will  faithfully  observe  and  be  bound  by  the  same;  that  th'» 
H^^lffl^®"*  ^^  said  association  is  vested  in  a  board  of  11  directors,  and 
t?a««?r?r^*uf  °f  *^"''?  ^^  ."  P'-esIdent,  vice  president  secretary,  and 
treasurer,  its  place  of  business  Is  in  a  building  situated  on  the  line  be- 
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tween  the  states  of  Missouri  and  Kansas,  and  that  defendants  trans- 
act business  partly  In  one  state  and  partly  in  the  other;  that  sub- 
stantially all  of  the  business  transacted  in  the  matter  of  receiving, 
buying,  selling,  and  handling  live  stock  at  the  Kansas  City  Stock 
Yards  is  carried  on  by  defendants  and  other  members  of  said  exchange, 
as  commission  merchants ;  that  a  large  proportion  of  such  Htc  stock  is 
shipped  from  the  states  of  Kansas,  Nebraska,  Colorado,  Texas,  Missouri, 
Iowa,  and  Arkansas,  and  the  territories  of  Oklahoma,  Arizona,  and 
New  Mexico,  and  is  sold  by  the  defendants  to  the  viEirious  packing 
houses  in  Kansas  City  Mo.,  and  Kan.,  and  also  for  shipment  to  other 
markets;  that  a  vast  number  of  live  stock  is  thus  annually  received 
and  sold;  that  said  Kansas  City  market  is  a  public  market,  and  sup- 
plies a  large  number  of  packing  houses  in  Kansas  City,  Kan.,  and  Kan- 
sas City,  Mo.,  and  other  cities  in  different  states  of  the  Union;  that 
the  Kansas  City  market,  next  to  Chicago,  is  the  largest  live-stock 
market  in  the  world ;  that,  under  the  practice  and  custom  at  said  yards, 
the  live  stock  there  received  is  delivered  to  commission  merchants, 
who  receive,  handle,  sell,  or  reship  the  same  for  the  consignors  and 
owners  thereof  to  other  states  and  territories,  charging  a  commission 
for  their  services ;  that,  in  the  course  of  business  at  said  yards,  said 
stock  is  moved  and  shifted  from  one  state  to  the  other,  according  to  the 
convenience  of  said  Kansas  City  Stock-Yards  Company;  that  a  large 
portion  of  said  stock  is  incumbered  by  mortgages,  executed  by  the 
owners  thereof  to  the  defendants,  members  of  said  exchange,  who 
advance  large  sums  of  money  to  growers  and  owners  of  cattle  to 
provide  the  means  to  feed  and  prepare  it  for  the  market ;  that,  when 
such  cattle  are  ready  for  shipment,  they  are  consigned  to  the  defend- 
ants and  other  members  of  said  exchange,  who  have  made  such  ad- 
vancements, and  the  amount  thereof  and  interest  is  deducted  from  the 
proceeds  of  sale;  that  90  per  cent  of  the  members  of  said  exchange 
make  such  advancements;  that  said  stock  yards  accord  to  owners 
and  shippers  of  live  stock  the  only  available  means  at  that  place  for 
handling,  selling,  and  reshlpping  live  stock ;  that,  by  reason  of  its  sit- 
uation, said  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards  are  the  only  available  public 
market  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  live  stock  for  an  exceedingly 
large  territory  of  the  United  States,  and  the  only  available  means  for 
the  exchange  of  interstate  traffic  between  the  states  and  territories 
named,  the  stock  being  sold  in  said  yards  to  be  shipped  to  other  states 
of  the  Union;  that  it  is  the  aistom  among  a  large  number  of  cattle 
growers  and  shippers  who  consign  live  stock  to  the  Kansas  City  Stock 
Yards  to  draw  drafts  on  the  commission  merchants  to  whom  such 
stock  is  consigned,  and,  attaching  the  bill  of  lading  issued  by  the  car- 
rier therefor,  to  draw  money  on  said  drafts  from  local  banks,  and, 
when  presented  to  the  consignees,  said  drafts  are  paid  by  [531]  them 
in  Kansas  and  Missouri,  and  the  proceeds  remitted  to  the  banks  in 
the  various  towns  and  cities  where  the  live  stock  was  shipped;  that 
by  reason  of  the  fact  that  said  yards  are  in  the  states  of  Missouri 
and  Kansas,  and  the  live  stock  handled  and  sold  therein  is  at  times 
in  Kansas,  and  at  others  in  Missouri,  and  are  transported  from  differ- 
ent states  to  be  sold  and  shipped  to  other  states,  said  business  is  inter- 
state in  character,  and  can  only  be  controlled  by  federal  legislation, 
as  a  part  of  commerce  between  the  states.  The  bill  further  charges 
that,  if  the  person  or  partnership  to  whom  live  stock  Is  consigned  at 
Kansas  City  is  not  a  member  of  said  exchange,  he  is  not  permitted 
to  sell  or  dispose  of  such  live  stock  on  the  Kansas  City  market,  for 
the  reason  that  the  defendants  and  all  other  commission  merchants 
doing  and  controlling  the  business  at  said  yards  are  required  by  the 
rules  of  said  exchange  to  refuse  to  buy  live  stock  or  in  any  manner 
deal  with  a  person  who  is  not  a  member  of  said  exchange,  and  in  all 
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such  cases  the  owner  of  the  lire  stock  is  compelled  to  reshlp  the  same 
to  some  other  market,  and,  by  reason  of  said  unlawful  combination. 
Is  prevented  from  delivering  said  live  stock  to  the  Kansas  City  Stock 
Yards ;  and  the  sale  of  the  same  is  thereby  hindered  and  delayed,  extra 
expense  and  loss  entailed  to  the  shipper,  and  an  obstruction  placed 
upon  the  marketing  of  such  live  stock ;  that  among  other  rules  for  the 
government  of  said  exchange  are  the  following : 

"  Rule  IX. — Commissions, 

"  Section  1.  The  commissions  charged  by  members  of  this  associa- 
tion for  selling  live  stock  shall  not  be  loss  than  the  following  named 
,  rates : 

"  Sec.  2.  Six  dollars  per  car  load  for  single-deck  car  loads  of  hogs 
or  sheep,  and  ten  dollars  per  car  load  for  double-deck  car  loads  of  the 
same:  provided,  members  of  this  exchange  nny,  nfter  charging  com- 
missions as  above  provided,  pay  a  re.i::ular  sbcop  salesman  on  these 
yards  a  sum  of  money  contingent  on  number  of  slioep  sold.  Said  sheep 
salesman  may  be  In  the  employ  of  other  members  of  the  exchange. 

"  Sec.  3.  Fifty  cents  per  head  for  cattle  of  all  ages.  In  car  loads  of 
twenty-four  or  mere,  not  more  than  twelve  dollars  per  car  load;  ten 
dollars  per  single-deck  car  loads,  and  eighteen  dollars  per  double-deck 
car  load  of  veal  calves. 

"  Sec.  4.  Fifty  cents  per  head  for  cattle,  and  twenty-five  cents  per 
head  for  calves,  and  ton  cents  per  head  for  hogs  and  sheep  in  mixed 
car  loads,  but  not  to  exceed  twelve  dollars  per  car  load.  Fifty  cents 
per  head  for  cattle  and  twenty-five  cents  i)or  head  for  calves  driven 
Into  the  yards ;  and  ten  cents  per  head  for  hogs  and  sheep  for  sixty 
head  or  less.  More  than  that  number  shall  be  charged  for  at  car  load 
rates. 

"  Sec.  5.  Fifty  cents  per  head  for  buying  cattle  for  stockers  or  feed- 
ers: provided,  such  charges  shall  not  exceed  twelve  dollars  per  car 
load.  Six  dollars  per  single-deck  car  load  for  buyii^g  sheep,  and  ten 
dollars  per  double-deck  car  load.  All  purchases  paid  for  by  a  com- 
mission house  or  shipping  clearance  made  by  same  shall  be  deemed  a 
purchase,  and  charged  for  as  above  provided. 

"  Sec.  6.  Not  less  than  four  dollars  per  single-deck  and  five  dollars 
per  double-deck  car  load  for  buying  live  hogs,  and  not  less  than  three 
cents  per  head  for  hogs  bought  by  the  head. 

"  Sec.  7.  No  member  or  commission  firm  or  corporation  represented 
herein  shall  do  business  for  a  yard  trader  or  spiHulator  on  this  mar- 
ket for  less  charges  than  one-half  the  regular  commission. 

"  Sec.  8.  No  firm  shall  handle  the  busiiHn  s  of  a  nonresident  com- 
mission house  for  less  than  full  commissions,  except  said  consign- 
ments be  made  direct  to  said  nonresident  commission  house  from  one 
of  the  following  named  markets:  Chicago,  111.;  East  St.  Louis,  III.; 
St.  Loula,  Mo.;  Omaha.  Nebraska;  Wichita,  Kans. ;  Denver,  Colo.; 
Pueblo,  Col.;  St.  Joseph,  Mo.;  Sioux  City,  la.;  Peoria,  111.;  Mil- 
waukee, Wis. ;   and  Ft.  Worth,  Tex. 

"  Sec.  9.  No  member  of  this  exchange  or  firm  or  corporation  repre- 
sented herein  shall  cause  or  allow  to  l)e  sliiprcsl  in  his  or  its  name  any 
kind  of  live  stock  for  the  puriwse  of  violating  any  of  the  provisions 
of  this  rule. 

"  Sec.  10.  No  agent,  solicitor,  or  employe  shall  be  hired  except  upon 
a  stipulated  salary,  not  continir^'nt  uiH)u  (.onnuissions  earned  («ave  as 
provided  In  section  2  of  this  rule).  No  solicitor  shall  be  employed  ex- 
cept as  a  bona  fide  traveling  a.i;oiit,  who  sliall  not  solieit  consigmuents 
local  to  his  own  neighbor-  [532]  hood  only,  nor  to  secure  his  Individ- 
ual trade    Nor  shall  any  agent,  solicitor,  or  employe  be  hired  who 
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Is  employed  by  any  other  party  of  parties,  or  who  Is  actively  engaged 
in  other  business  (save  as  provided  in  section  2  of  this  rule).  Mem- 
bers of  this  exchange  must  file  with  the  secretary,  within  five  days  of 
employment,  the  names  and  addresses  of  their  solicitors.  More  than 
three  solicitors  shall  not  be  employed  at  one  time  by  a  commission 
firm  or  corporation.  Members  of  a  commission  firm  or  corporation — 
resident  or  nonresident  of  Kansas  City — may  travel  as  solicitors,  but 
must  be  registered  as  one  of  the  three  allowed  each  firm  or  corporation. 
It  shall  be  a  violation  of  this  rule  for  any  solicitor  representing  or 
claiming  to  represent  a  commission  firm  or  corporation  In  any  other 
market  to  solicit  for  any  Kansas  City  firm;  and  members  shall  be 
held  accountable  for  the  acts  of  any  solicitor  who,  under  the  guise 
of  soliciting  for  a  branch  house,  solicits  for  a  Kansas  City  firm  or  cor- 
poration. 

**  Sec.  11.  Any  member  of  this  association  or  firm  or  corporation 
represented  herein,  sending  or  causing  to  be  sent  a  prepaid  telegram 
or  telephone  message  quoting  the  markets,  giving  information  as  to 
the  condition  of  the  same,  shall  be  fined  not  less  than  $100  nor  more 
than  $500.  If  said,  fine  be  not  paid  within  three  days,  said  firm  or 
member  shall  be  suspended  until  said  fine  is  paid :  provided,  however, 
that  prepaid  messages  may  be  sent  to  shippers  quoting  actual  sales  of 
their  stock  on  the  day  made;  also,  to  parties  desiring  to  make  pur- 
chases on  this  market. 

•*  Sec.  12.  Any  member  of  this  exchange  or  firm  or  corporation  In 
which  he  may  be  a  partner,  violating  any  of  the  provisions  of  this 
rule,  shall  be  fined  not  less  than  $500,  nor  more  than  $1,000,  for  the 
first  offense.  If  said  fine  be  not  paid  within  three  days,  said  member 
or  firm  may  be  susi)ended  from  membership  until  same  is  paid.  For 
a  second  offense,  said  member  or  firm  may  be  expelled  from  member- 
ship in  the  exchange. 

"  Sec  13.  From  such  fines  and  special  assessments,  the  exchange 
shall  pay  a  reward  of  $500  to  any  party  or  parties  furnishing  sufilclent 
evidence  to  convict  any  member  of  a  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions 
of  this  rule,  and  said  reward  shall  be  paid  immediately  after  con- 
viction. 

"  Sec.  14.  For  the  purpose  of  making  effective  section  12  of  this  rule, 
when  the  treasurer  shall  not  have  on  hand  from  fines  collected  the 
sum  of  $500,  the  directors  shall  levy  a  special  assessment,  pro  rata,  on 
each  commission  firm  or  corporation  buying  or  seling  live  stock  in  this 
market  who  is  a  member  of  the  exchange ;  and  they  shall  continue  to 
levy  such  special  assessments  in  such  amounts  as  will  keep  a  fund  of 
$500  constantly  on  hand  for  this  purpose.  Said  fund  shall  be  kept  as 
a  special  fund,  and  shall  be  used  for  no  other  purpose. 

"  Sec  16.  Each  firm  or  corporation  represented  In  this  exchange 
shall  be  held  responsible  for  any  violation  of  this  rule  by  any  partj 
doing  any  portion  of  a  commission  business  in  its  name,  and  any 
penalty  imposed  for  violation  of  the  foregoing  shall  be  on  account  of 
such  party.  If  not  paid  within  three  days,  the  firm  or  corporation 
doing  said  business  shall  sever  its  business  connections  with  such 
party  within  ten  days.  No  firm  or  corporation  shall  thereafter  do  any 
business  for  such  party  imtil  said  fine  is  paid. 

"  Rule  XVI. — Limitations. 

••Section  1.  No  member  of  the  Kansas  City  Live-Stock  Exchange 
shall  transact  any  business  with  any  person  violating  any  of  the  rules 
or  regulations  of  this  exchange,  or  an  exi)elled  or  suspended  member, 
after  notice  of  such  violation,  suspension,  or  expulsion  has  been 
Issued  by  the  secretary  or  board  of  directors  of  the  exchange.*' 
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The  bill  farther  charges  that  the  defendants,  by  the  adoption  of  said 
articles  of  association,  have  confederated  and  conspired  together  in 
violation  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  particularly  of  tlie  act 
of  congress  approved  July  2,  1890,  entitled  "  An  act  to  protect  trade 
and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopoHes,'*  and  to 
monopolize  the  business  of  buying  and  selling  live  stock  at  the  Kansas 
City  marlcet,  and  to  Illegally  fix  and  establish  a  minimum  price  for 
buying  and  selling  the  same,  and  have  further,  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  commerce  between  the  states,  confederated  together  to  prevent 
and  restrain  the  free  transmission  of  information  regarding  tlie  state 
of  the  market  by  telegraphic  messages,  and  have  restricted  the  free 
employment  of  agents  and  solicitors  in  the  prosecution  of  business  at 
said  stock  yards ;  that  [583]  the  purpose  of  defendants  in  organizing 
said  exchange  Is  to  prevent  the  shipment  of  any  live  sto<^  to  the 
Kansas  City  market,  unless  shipped  to  the  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards, 
and  to  defendants  or  other  members  of  said  exchange,  and  the  further 
purpose  was  to  compel  shippers  to  pay  to  defendants  and  tlieir  asso- 
ciates the  commissions  provided  for  in  rule  9,  and  to  prevent  the 
shipment  and  sale  of  property  on  said  market  unless  such  commissions 
were  so  paid.  The  bill  further  charges  that  it  was  also  the  purpose 
of  said  defendants  and  their  associates  to  monopolize  the  business  of 
receiving:,  iinndling,  and  selling  live  stock  received  at  said  market,  and 
also  to  prevent  its  sale  by  any  person  not  a  member  of  said  exchange, 
and  to  obstruct  and  retard  the  owners  of  such  live  stock  in  the  sale 
of  the  same  on  the  market  at  Kansas  City.  Thereupon  the  com- 
plainant prays  for  a  decree  dissolving  said  exchange,  and  for  an  in- 
junction against  said  defendants,  restraining  them  from  enforcing  or 
acting  pursuant  to  the  rules  and  by-laws  of  said  association. 

The  defendants,  for  answer  to  said  bill,  admit  the  organization  of 
said  defendants  into  an  association  known  as  the  "  Kansas  City  Live- 
stock Exchange,"  ahd  aver  that  similar  associations,  under  the  names 
of  "  Boards  of  Trade  '*  or  "  Exchanges,"  exist  in  practically  every 
city  of  importance  In  the  United  States,  devoted  to  the  buying  and 
selling  of  stocks,  bonds,  grain,  live  stock,  petroleum,  and  all  other 
products,  with  similar  rules  for  government  and  transaction  of  busi- 
ness, in  order  that  competition  l)etween  the  meml)ers  may  be  fair 
and  reasonable;  that  said  methods  are  sanctioned  by  the  experience 
of  the  commercial  world,  and  tend  to  develop  trade  and  commerce,  and 
not  to  restrict  the  same.  The  preamble  of  their  organization  is  as  fol- 
lows :  "  We,  the  undersigned,  for  the  purpose  of  organizing  and  main- 
taining a  business  exchange,  not  for  pecuniary  profit  or  gain,  nor  for 
the  transaction  of  business,  but  to  promote  and  protect  all  interests 
connected  with  the  buying  and  selling  of  live  stock  at  the  Kansas 
City  Stock  Yards,  and  to  promulgate  and  enforce  amongst  the  meml>er8 
correct  and  high  moral  principles  In  the  transaction  of  business,  have 
associated,  ourselves  together,  under  the  name  of  *  Kansas  City  Live- 
stock Exchange,'  and  hereby  agree  each  with  the  other  that  we  will 
faithfully  observe  and  be  bound  by  the  following  rules  and  by-laws, 
and  such  new  rules,  additions,  or  amendments  as  may  from  time  to 
time  be  adopted  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  thereof,  from  tlie 
date  of  organization,  by  the  election  of  a  board  of  directors  and  other 
officers,  as  prescribed  by  rule  1."  The  defendants  deny  that  through 
their  membership  substantially  all  of  the  business  of  buying  and  sell- 
ing live  stock  at  Kansas  City  is  carried  on.  On  the  contrary,  any  per- 
son desiring  to  sell  live  stock  at  said  city  is  under  no  obligation  to 
employ  a  commission  merchant,  but  Is  at  full  liberty  to  act  for  him- 
self, and  the  stock-yards  company  extends  to  such  person  all  the  privi- 
leges and  facilities  afTorded  by  It;  and  persons  desiring  to  purchase 
live  stock  at  the  yards  may,  and  they  constantly  do,  purchase  direct 
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from  the  owners  and  very  much  the  largest  part  of  the  cattle  pur- 
chased for  feeding  is  bought  without  the  employment  of  any  commis- 
sion merchant  The  only  restriction  upon  members  of  the  exchange 
is  that  contained  in  rule  16,  viz.  that  they  will  not  deal  with  a  person 
as  a  commission  merchant  who  violates  the  rules  of  the  exchange,  or 
who  is  a  suspended  or  expelled  member  thereof.  It  is  further  averred 
that  the  Kansas  City  market  is  not  a  public  market,  but  is  of  a  pri- 
vate character  merely.  Defendants  further  aver  that  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  firm  of  Greer,  Mills  &  Co.,  which  was  first  suspended  from 
membership  in  the  exchange  for  nonpayment  of  a  fine  imposed  for  a 
violation  of  the  rules  thereof,  and  which  subsequently  voluntarily 
withdrew  from  said  exchange,  all  of  the  commission  merchants  at 
said  yards  are  members  of  the  exchange.  Defendants  further  aver 
that,  whenever  drafts  are  drawn  on  a  commission  merchant,  they  are 
paid  either  at  the  place  where  payable  by  the  terms  thereof,  or  on 
presentation  to  the  drawee ;  and  that  such  place  of  payment  is  either 
in  the  state  of  Kansas  or  Missouri,  according  as  the  particular  trans- 
action is  closed.  Defendants  are  informed  by  counsel,  and  believe, 
that  the  exercising  of  their  occupation  is  not  commerce  between  the 
states,  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution  or  laws  of  the  United 
States;  that  it  is  not  true  that  a  consignor  of  live  stock  is  not  per- 
mitted or  cannot  sell  the  same  at  said  yards,  or  that  the  members  of 
said  exchange  refuse  to  deal  with  a  nonmember  thereof.  It  is  not  true 
that  any  person  shipping  live  stock  to  said  yards,  and  refusing  [584] 
to  employ  a  member  of  said  exchange,  is  compelled  to  reship  the  same 
to  some  other  market  Defendants  deny  that  there  is  any  unlawful 
combination  among  them,  or  that  any  person  is  prevented  from  deliver- 
ing stock  to  the  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards,  or  that  the  sale  thereof  is 
hindered  or  delayed,  or  expense  or  loss  to  the  shipper  entailed,  or 
any  obstruction  or  embargo  placed  upon  the  marketing  of  any  live 
stock.  Defendants  deny  that  any  of  the  rules  of  said  association  are 
in  restraint  of  commerce  between  the  states,  or  otherwise.  Defend- 
ants deny  that  they  have  confederated  together,  in  violation  of  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  to  monopolize  the  business  of  buying  and 
selling  live  stock  at  said  yards,  or  to  illegally  fix  a  minimum  price 
for  buying  and  selling  such  live  stock,  or  to  restrain  the  free  trans- 
mission of  information  respecting  the  state  of  the  Kansas  City  market 
by  telegraphic  messages,  or  restrict  the  free  employment  of  agents  or 
solicitors  in  said  business ;  that  experience  has  shown  that,  to  the  suc- 
cess of  such  an  organization,  it  is  absolutely  essential  that  there  should 
be  a  uniform  schedule  of  commissions,  and  that  all  members  should 
observe  the  same;  and  that,  by  permitting  evasions  or  violations  of 
sucii  schedule,  a  condition  is  created  by  which  Irresponsible  persons 
nilglit  and  would  bring  about  a  state  of  unhealthy  cutting  of  prices, — 
a  practice  unfair  to  shippers  and  purchasers,  and  ruinous  to  responsi- 
ble persons  who  carry  on  the  occupation  of  commission  merchants 
fairly.  They  have  no  desire  to  prevent  any  person  from  acting  as  a 
commission  merchant  at  Kansas  City,  but  they  admit  that  it  is  not 
to  the  interest  of  the  public  or  shippers  to  employ  nonmembers,  and 
that  individually  and  collectively  the  provisions  of  their  articles  of 
association  are  invoked  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  success  of 
any  competitor,  either  in  his  efforts  to  destroy  said  exchange,  or  to 
succeed  in  driving  the  competitors  of  such  parties  from  the  field. 

The  act  of  congress  of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat  209)  under  which  this 
proceeding  is  brought,  provides  as  follows : 

"Section  1.  Every  contract,  combination  In  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy  In  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among 
the  several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
lUegal.    •    •    • 
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••  Sec  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monop- 
olize or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to 
monopolize  any  pnrt  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor.   ♦    ♦    ♦  '♦ 

Section  4  gives  to  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  Jurisdiction 
to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  the  act,  and  makes  it  the  duty 
of  the  district  attorney,  under  directions  of  the  attorney  general,  to 
institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  restrain  such  violations. 

W.  O.  Perry ^  United  States  Attorney. 

Karnes^  Hohnea  <&  Krauthoff^  McGrew^  Watson  dk  Watson^ 
and  Eutchinga  dk  Keplinger^  for  defendants. 

Foster,  District  Judge  (after  stating  the  facts). 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  answer  of  the  defendants 
denies  and  puts  in  issue  the  allegations  of  the  bill  charging  a 
combination  or  conspiracy  or  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce,  and  denies  any  monopoly  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize or  combination  to  monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or 
commerce  among  the  several  states,  and  denies  that  the  busi- 
ness for  which  the  exchange  was  organized,  and  in  which  its 
members  are  engaged,  comes  under  the  class  of  commerce  or 
trade  among  the  states. 

The  first  question,  whether  there  is  any  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce,  or  a  combination  to  monopo- 
lize any  part  of  trade  or  commerce,  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant association,  is  to  be  determined,  not  alone  from  what 
appears  upon  the  face  of  its  preamble,  rules,  and  by-laws, 
but  from  the  entire  situation  and  the  prac-  [535]  tical  work- 
ing and  results  of  the  defendants'  methods  of  doing  busi- 
ness, as  disclosed  by  the  testimony  in  the  case.  The  defend- 
ant association  is  located  at  Kansas  City,  on  the  line  between 
Kansas  and  Missouri,  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  Kan- 
sas City  Stock  Yards,  and  in  close  association  therewith, 
being  tenants  of  said  stock-yards  company.  Said  yards, 
with,  perhaps,  the  exception  of  the  yards  at  Chicago,  are 
the  largest  in  the  country,  and  handle  great  numbers  of  live 
stock.  These  yards,  the  packing  houses,  and  this  exchange 
are  all  situated  at  the  gateway  through  which  flows  the  great 
stream  of  commerce  of  several  states  and  territories,  and 
among  all  the  business  tributary  to  this  locality  probably 
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none  is  as  important  as  the  live-stock  business  and  the  vari- 
ous industries  connected  therewith.  The  defendant  associ- 
ation is  entirely  voluntary  in  form,  and  does  not  directly 
require  any  person  engaging  in  the  live-stock  commission 
business  to  become  a  member;  but  it  will  be  observed  that 
rule  16  prohibits  any  member  from  dealing  with  any  person 
violating  any  of  the  rules  or  regulations  of  the  exchange,  or 
an  expelled  or  suspended  member,  after  notice  of  such  sus- 
pension has  been  issued  by  the  secretary  or  board  of  directors. 
In  practice,  as  amply  appears  from  the  testimony  of  many 
witnesses,  this  rule  shuts  out  all  dealings  and  business  inter- 
course between  members  and  nonmembers  of  the  association. 
It  is  shown  beyond  cavil  that  the  entire  membership  of  the 
association  regards  a  commission  merchant  attempting  to  do 
business  at  the  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards  without  joining  the 
exchange  as  one  violating  this  rule,  and  treat  him  accord- 
ingly. And  this  construction  is  a  natural  one,  for  a  compli- 
ance with  the  rules  of  the  exchange  requires  a  party  to  sub- 
scribe to  its  rules  and  by-laws,  and  to  pay  a  membership  fee 
(which  is  now  $2,500),  to  pay  his  assessments,  and  observe 
all  other  requirements,  including  the  fees  and  commissions 
fixed  for  handling  live  stock;  and  it  may  well  be  said  that 
any  dealer  or  broker  does  business  in  violation  of  these  rules 
who  does  business  at  all  and  fails  to  join  the  association. 
The  testimony  discloses  several  instances  of  parties  attempt- 
ing to  enter  the  field,  and  do  business  there,  without  joining 
the  exchange;  and  in  every  instance,  unless  protected  by  the 
courts,  they  have  been  compelled  to  abandon  the  undertaking. 
All  parties  now  engaged  in  the  business  are  members  of  the 
exchange,  except  Greer,  Mills  &  Co.,  who  are  making  a  fight 
in  the  courts  to  maintain  their  business,  and  are  temporarily 
protected  by  injunction.  It  appears  from  the  testimony  that 
any  person  or  partnership  attempting  to  carry  on  business 
independent  of  the  association  is  invited  to  apply  for  mem- 
bership, and  if  he  fails  to  do  so,  or  if  rejected,  and  attempts 
to  proceed,  his  name  is  written  on  a  blackboard  kept  for 
public  use  in  the  exchange  building,  and  all  members  are 
warned  against  dealing  with  him.  This  admonition  is  strictly 
obeyed,  and  such  person  is  boycotted.  The  outcome  is  in- 
evitable.   The  combined  opposition  of  three  hundred  men 
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against  one  can  produce  but  one  result.  Almost  every  pur- 
chaser or  vendor  of  live  stock,  including  the  great  packing 
houses,  does  business  through  commission  merchants,  and 
nearly  the  entire  volume  of  live  stock  received  at  the  yards 
is  consigned  to  and  con-  [636]  trolled  by  these  merchants, 
members  of  the  exchange.  In  vain  does  the  outside  dealer 
offer  attractive  bargains  for  the  sale  or  purchase  of  stock; 
they  will  have  no  intercourse  with  him.  This  state  of  affairs 
is  known  and  circulated  among  stock  growers  and  shippers, 
and  they  dare  not  ship  their  stock  to  this  boycotted  broker 
or  firm.  These  facts  are  established  and  amplified  by  a  mul- 
titude of  witnesses.  The  object  and  purpose  of  the  exchange 
is  written  across  its  face,  where  all  can  read.  It  is  to  control 
and  monopolize  the  entire  business  of  buying  and  selling  live 
stock  at  the  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards.  It  is  clearly  a  combi- 
nation to  restrict,  control,  and  monopolize  that  class  of  trade 
and  commerce.  The  defendants  declare  that  the  rules,  regu- 
lations, and  prices  for  doing  the  business  are  all  reasonable 
and  fair  and  for  the  best  interests  of  buyer  and  seller.  Pos- 
sibly that  is  so,  although  it  is  not  apparent,  looking  at  the 
interests  of  the  stock  grower  or  purchaser,  why  the  number 
of  solicitors  of  business  should  be  limited  to  three  for  each 
firm,  or  why  there  should  be  a  restriction  on  telegraphic  in- 
formation as  to  the  state  of  the  market,  or  why  he  should  be 
compelled  to  pay  a  commission  of  50  cents  a  head  on  cattle 
when  he  paid  25  cents  before  the  exchange  was  organized, 
or  why  there  should  be  discriminating  charges  on  stock  from 
different  localities. 

Counsel  for  defendants  have,  with  commendable  zeal  and 
industry,  submitted  for  our  consideration  the  rules  of  a 
great  number  of  exchanges  and  boards  of  trade  throughout 
the  cities  of  the  United  States,  dealing  in  corporate  stocks, 
grains,  live  stock,  and  various  other  things,  and  contend 
that  they  are  essential,  if  not  indispensable,  to  the  commerce 
and  business  interests  of  the  coimtry,  and  that  to  grant  the 
prayer  of  this  bill  would  be  the  deathblow  of  those  institu- 
tions. Courts  cannot  shut  their  eyes  to  the  results  of  their 
judicial  conclusions,  but  how  far  such  results  should  control 
those  conclusions  depends  on  several  conditions,  not  neces- 
sary to  discuss  here ;  nor  would  it  be  proper  to  consider  here 
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what  effect  this  act  of  congress  may  have  on  these  organiza- 
tions, or  any  of  them.  I  may  be  permitted  to  say,  however, 
that  the  methods  and  aims  of  many  of  these  exchanges  and 
boards  of  trade  are  not  altogether  beneficial  to  the  business 
and  conmierce  of  the  country.  That  they  are  beneficial  to 
the  members,  and  perhaps  to  the  locality,  may  be  admitted. 
It  must  also  be  admitted  that  a  properly  conducted  agency  or 
medium  through  which  the  vendor  and  vendee  may  readily 
sell  and  buy  everything  that  enters  into  conmierce  or  trade  is 
demanded  by  the  business  interests  of  the  whole  country ;  but 
this  agency  should  not  be  permitted  to  tamper  with  or  in  any 
way  impede  or  restrain  the  natural  flow  of  the  stream  of 
industry  or  commerce.  The  cr3dng  complaint  of  to-day,  and 
the  great  menace  to  the  welfare  of  the  people,  is  the  tendency 
of  wealth  to  monopolize  and  control,  by  trusts  and  combina- 
tions, the  products  and  industries  of  the  country;  and  it  must 
be  confessed  by  every  thoughtful  observer  that  many  of  the 
so-called  stock  and  produce  exchanges  are  among  the  most 
potent  instruments  for  the  accomplishment  of  these  purposes 
by  speculators  and  adventurers.  Men  who  add  nothing  to 
the  productive  wealth  of  [537]  the  country  grow  rich  or 
poor  by  gambling  on  the  wealth  produced  by  others.  Men 
are  daily  selling,  through  these  exchanges,  millions  of  bush- 
els of  com,  wheat,  and  other  produce,  who  neither  have  nor 
expect  to  have  a  bushel;  and  others  are  buying  millions,  who 
never  expect  to  receive  a  bushel.  Both  sides  are  tampering 
with  the  normal  prices  fixed  by  the  law  of  supply  and  de- 
mand, and  attempting,  by  false  and  dishonest  means  and 
methods,  to  serve  their  ends.  The  courts  have  imiformly 
condemned  this  class  of  business  as  illegal,  and,  though  it  is 
under  the  ban  of  the  law,  it  still  flourishes.  The  remedy 
must  be  looked  for  in  legislation,  and  not  in  the  courts  alone. 
This  act  of  congress  is  aimed  against  all  restrictions  of 
interstate  commerce,  and  we  need  not  discuss  the  reasonable- 
ness of  such  restrictions.  It  is  evidently  the  purpose  of  the 
law  to  permit  commerce  between  the  states  to  flow  in  its 
natural  channels,  unrestricted  by  any  combinations,  con- 
tracts, or  conspiracies,  or  monopolies  whatsoever.  U.  S.  v. 
Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass'n,  166  U.  S.  290, 17  Sup.  Ct  540; 
U.  S.  V.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.,  156  U.  S.  1,  15  Sup.  Ct.  249; 
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Leiay  v.  Hardin,  185  U.  S.  107,  10  Sup.  Ct.  681;  WaOmg  t. 
Michigan,  116  U.  S.  454,  6  Sup.  Ct.  454;  Bobbins  v.  Tawing 
Diat.,  120  U.  S.  490,  7  Sup.  Ct  592. 

But  one  material  question  remains  in  the  case:  Is  the 
business  in  which  the  defendants  are  engaged  commerce  be- 
tween the  states?  The  circumstance  that  their  place  of  busi- 
ness is  located  on  both  sides  of  the  line  between  the  states  of 
Kansas  and  Missouri  is,  in  my  opinion,  a  fact  of  no  material 
importance  in  the  solution  of  this  question;  no  more  than 
would  be  the  fact  that  the  business  of  a  farmer  or  manu- 
facturer was  so  located,  and  that  he  passed  from  one  state 
to  the  other  for  his  convenience  in  the  transaction  of  his 
usual  business.  The  method  of  business  of  the  defendants 
is  as  follows:  The  shipment  of  live  stock  from  growers, 
dealers,  and  traders  in  Kansas,  Colorado,  Nebraska,  Missouri, 
Texas,  New  Mexico,  Arizona,  Oklahoma,  and  other  states 
and  territories  is  solicited  by  the  commission  merchant  in 
various  ways,  but  largely  by  the  personal  solicitation  of 
agents  who  travel  about  the  country  and  interview  the  sto<^ 
men.  Frequently  the  commission  man  makes  loans  of  money 
on  the  herds,  secured  by  chattel  mortgage.  The  consignment 
of  the  stock  is  made  to  the  commission  man  or  firm  at  the 
Kansas  City  Stock  Yards,  and  there  unloaded.  Frequently 
the  shipper  draws  on  the  consignee  through  his  local  bank 
with  the  bill  of  shipment  attached;  and,  when  the  stock  is 
sold,  the  loan  on  the  cattle,  or  the  draft  on  the  consignee,  as 
the  case  may  be,  is  paid  out  of  the  proceeds,  and  the  balance 
remitted  to  the  shipper.  While  the  broker  is  soliciting  con- 
signments of  stock  for  sale,  he  is  also  on  the  alert  for  pur- 
chasers. He  sells  the  stock  without  regard  to  its  destina- 
tion. Some  is  reshipped  to  other  markets  in  other  states, 
notably  to  Chicago  and  St.  Louis.  Much  of  it,  especially 
hogs,  is  slaughtered  at  the  large  packing  houses  near  by,  in 
Kansas  and  Missouri.  Is  this  business,  so  conducted,  inter- 
state commerce,  or  merely  an  incident  or  aid  to  such  com- 
merce? 

Commerce  among  the  states  has  been  defined  as  follows: 

''Ck)mmerce  with  foreign  countries  and  among  the  states,  strictly 
considered,  consists  in  Intercotirse  and  traffic,  Including  in  these 
terms  navigation  and  [538]   the  transportation  and  transit  of  per- 
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8008  and  property,  as  well  as  the  purchase,  sale,  and  exchange  of 
commodities."  County  of  Mobile  v.  KimhaU,  102  U.  S.  691;  OUHh 
cester  Ferry  Co.  v.  Petmsylvania,  114  U.  S.  196,  5  Sup.  Ct  826. 

In  Re  Greene,  52  Fed.  113,  Judge  Jackson  says: 

'*  In  the  application  of  this  comprehenslTe  definition.  It  is  settled  by 
t^e  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  that  such  commerce  includes,  not 
only  the  actual  transportation  of  commodities  and  persons  between 
the  states,  but  also  the  instrumentalities  and  processes  of  such  trans- 
portation; that  it  includes  all  the  negotiations  and  contracts  which 
have  for  their  object,  or  Involve  as  an  element  thereof,  such  transmis- 
sion or  passage  from  one  state  to  another." 

In  U.  S.  V.  E.  0.  Knight  Co.,  156  U.  S.  13, 15  Sup.  Ct.  254, 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  speaking  for  the  court,  says: 

*'  The  regulation  of  commerce  applies  to  the  subjects  of  commerce, 
and  not  to  matters  of  internal  police.  Contracts  to  buy,  sell,  or  ex- 
change goods  to  be  transported  among  the  several  states,  the  trans- 
portation and  its  Instrumentalities,  and  articles  bought,  sold,  or  ex- 
changed for  the  purpose  of  such  transit  among  the  states,  or  put  in 
the  way  of  such  transit,  may  be  regulated,  but  this  is  because  they 
form  part  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce." 

It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by  the  supreme  court  that  a  per- 
son soliciting  orders  for  goods  or  freights  to  be  shipped  from 
one  state  to  another,  and  express  agents  transporting  goods 
from  state  to  state,  are  engaged  in  commerce  between  the 
states,  and  a  local  tax  or  license  cannot  be  imposed  for  trans- 
acting such  business.  Walling  v.  Michigan,  116  U.  S.  446, 
6  Sup.  Ct  454;  Pickard  v.  Car  Co.,  117  U.  S.  84,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
635;  Bobbins  v.  Taxing  Dist.,  120  U.  S.  489,  7  Sup.  Ct.  592; 
Aaher  v.  Texas,  128  U.  S.  129,  9  Sup.  Ct  1;  McCaU  v.  Cali- 
fomia,  136  U.  S.  104,  10  Sup.  Ct  881;  Norfolk  <&  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Pennsylvania,  136  U.  S.  114,  10  Sup.  Ct  958;  CnO- 
cher  V.  Kentucky,  141  U.  S.  47, 11  Sup.  Ct  851;  Brennan  v. 
City  of  TitusvUle,  153  U.  S.  289,  14  Sup.  Ct  829;  Minne- 
iiota  V.  Barber,  136  U.  S.  313,  10  Sup.  Ct  862.  It  has  also 
been  held  that  telegraphy  between  the  states  is  interstate 
commerce.  Leloup  v.  Port  of  Mobile,  127  U.  S.  640,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  1380;  Pensacola  Tel.  Co.  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  96 
U.  S.  1;  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Texas,  105  U.  S.  460.  The  ques- 
tion of  what  constitutes  commerce  between  the  states,  and  thus 
protected  by  the  constitution,  and  that  which  is  merely  an 
incident  or  aid  to  such  commerce,  and  exempt  from  federal 
control,  has  been  much  considered  by  the  federal  courts,  and 
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sometimes  the  line  of  distinction  is  difficult  of  discernment 
Having  a  watchful  regard  for  the  police  powers  of  the  states, 
and  the  right  of  taxation,  the  federal  courts  have  carefully 
discriminated  in  these  cases,  so  that  the  general  government 
should  take  nothing  to  itself  not  fairly  delegated  by  the  con- 
stitution. Nathan  v.  Louisiana^  8  How.  73 ;  Crutcher  v.  Ken- 
tucky, 141  U.  S.  47, 11  Sup.  Ct  851 ;  BvM  v.  New  York,  143 
U.  S.  517, 12  Sup.  Ct.  468;  Kidd  v.  Pearson,  128  U.  S.  1-20, 
9  Sup.  Ct.  6;  i7.  iS.  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.,  156  U.  S  1, 16  Sup. 
Ct  249;  Munn  v.  lUinois,  94  U.  S.  113;  In  re  Greene^  52 
Fed.  113;  Henderson  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  92  U-  S.  259;  Coving- 
ton c6  (7.  Bridge  Co,  v.  Keninicky,  154  U.  S.  204,  14  Sup.  Ct 
1087;  Henderson  Bridge  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  166  U.  S.  150,  17 
Sup.  Ct  532. 

Perhaps  a  fair  test  of  the  character  of  defendants'  rules 
and  by-laws  would  be  presented  by  these  questions :  Could  a 
state,  by  leg-  [639]  islation,  impose  on  tiiis  traffic  the  re- 
strictions and  regulations  demanded  by  these  rules  and  by- 
laws? Could  it  limit  the  number  of  agents  a  merchant 
should  have  soliciting  business  in  other  states?  Could  it  re- 
strain telegraphic  communication  between  points  in  different 
states?  Could  it  make  a  discrimination  in  rates  for  handling 
stock  shipped  from  different  localities  outside  of  the  state? 
It  is  indisputable  that  all  the  live  stock  shipped  to  these 
defendants  for  sale  from  states  other  than  Kansas  and  Mis- 
souri, after  it  has  entered  the  current  of  commerce  between 
the  states,  continues  and  remains  the  subject  of  such  com- 
merce until  the  transportation  is  terminated,  and  the  prop- 
erty becomes  a  part  of  the  general  property  of  the  state.  It 
is  also  well  settled  that,  while  this  property  is  the  subject 
of  interstate  commerce,  no  state,  municipality,  or  other  power 
but  congress  can  impose  taxes,  restrictions,  or  regulations 
upon  it,  except  so  far  as  is  proper,  in  the  exercise  of  police 
regulations,  for  the  protection  of  the  health,  morals,  and 
person  of  tlie  citizen,  and  except  for  proper  charges  and 
regulations  for  the  use  of  local  instruments  as  aids  or  inci- 
dents to  such  commerce,  such  as  docks,  bridges,  wharves, 
elevators,  ferries,  pilotage,  etc.,  when  congress  has  not  acted 
in  the  matter. 

In  the  case  of  Bowman  v.  Railway  Co.,  125  U.  S.,  at  page 
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497,  8  Sup.  Ct  704,  Mr.  Justice  Matthews  lays  down  this 
principle  in  the  following  language: 

'*It  is  also  an  established  principle,  ha  already  indicated,  that  the 
only  way  In  which  commerce  between  the  states  can  be  legitimately 
affected  by  state  laws  is  when,  by  virtue  of  Its  police  power  and 
its  Jurisdiction  over  persons  and  property  within  its  limits,  a  state 
provides  for  the  security  of  the  lives,  limbs,  health,  and  comfort  of 
persons,  and  the  protection  of  property,  or  when  it  does  those  things 
which  may  otherwise  incidentally  affect  commerce, — such  as  the  es- 
tablishment and  regulation  of  highways,  canals,  railroads,  wharves, 
ferries,  and  other  commercial  facilities ;  the  passage  of  inspection  laws 
to  secure  the  due  quality  and  measure  of  products  and  commodities; 
the  passage  of  laws  to  regulate  or  restrict  the  sale  of  articles  deemed 
injurious  to  the  health  or  morals  of  the  community ;  the  imposition  of 
taxes  upon  persons  residing  within  the  state  or  belonging  to  its  popu- 
lation, and  upon  avocations  and  employments  pursued  therein,  not 
directly  connected  with  foreign  or  interstate  commerce  or  with  some 
other  employment  or  business  exercised  under  authority  of  the  consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States;  and  the  imposition  of  taxes 
upon  all  property  within  the  state,  mingled  with  and  forming  part  of 
the  great  mass  of  property  therein.  But,  in  making  such  internal 
r^nilations,  a  state  cannot  impose  taxes  upon  persons  passing  through 
the  state,  or  coming  into  it  merely  for  a  temporary  purpose,  especially 
if  connected  with  interstate  or  foreign  commerce;  nor  can  It  impose 
such  taxes  upon  property  imported  into  the  state  from  abroad,  or  from 
another  state,  and  not  yet  become  a  part  of  the  common  mass  of  prop- 
erty therein ;  and  no  discrimination  can  be  made  by  any  such  regula- 
tions adversely  to  the  persons  or  property  of  other  states;  and  no 
regulations  can  be  made  directly  affecting  interstate  commerce." 

Bowman  v.  Railway  Co.^  125  U.  S.  466,  8  Sup.  Ct.  689, 
1062;  License  Casea^  5  How.  504;  Passenger  CaseSy  7  How. 
288 ;  Nathan  v.  Louisiana^  8  How.  73 ;  Freight  Tax  Case^  16 
Wall.  232;  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  136  U.  S.  100,  10  Sup.  Ct.  681 
(Original  Package  Case) ;  Henderson  v.  Mayor,  92  U.  S. 
259;  Kentucky  <&  I.  Bridge  Oo.  v.  Louisville  <&  N.  R.  Co., 
87  Fed.  567;  Guy  v.  Baltimore,  100  U.  S.  434;  Railway 
Go.  V.  Becker,  82  Fed.  849;  Plumley  v.  Massachusetts,  185 
[6401  U.  S.  461, 16  Sup.  Ct.  154;  Covington  <&  C.  Bridge  Oo. 
V.  Kentucky,  154  U.  S.  204, 14  Sup.  Ct.  1087 ;  U.  8.  v.  Addyston 
Pipe  <6  Steel  Co.,  78  Fed.  712;  Packet  Co.  v.  Keokuk,  96 
U.  S.  80  (wharfage);  Welton  v.  Missouri,  91  U.  S.  276; 
Walling  v.  Michigan,  116  U.  S.  446,  6  Sup.  Ct  454;  Coal  Oo. 
V.  Bates,  166  U.  S.  577,  15  Sup.  Ct  415;  In  re  Rahrer,  140 
U.  S.  645,  11  Sup.  Ct  865;  In  re  Minor,  69  Fed.  233;  Scott 
V.  Donald,  165  U.  S.  58,  17  Sup.  Ct  265;  Pittsburg  dk  S. 
Coal  Oo.  V.  Louisiana,  166  U.  S.  590, 15  Sup.  Ct  459;  Hooper 
V.  Calif omia,  166  U.  S.  648,  16  Sup.  Ct  207;  Em^eH  v.  Mia- 
souri,  166  U.  S.  296, 15  Sup.  Ct  867. 
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Counsel  for  defendante  contend  that  their  business  is  only 
an  aid  or  incident  to  commerce, — something  in  the  nature  of 
personal  servioe;  but  it  is  not  apparent  that  a  combination 
for  services  may  not  be  a  restraint  or  monopoly  of  commerce, 
under  the  act  of  congress.  Z7.  S.  v.  Trana-Misaauri  Freight 
A88\  166  U.  S.  312,  17  Sup.  Ct  540.  But  the  business  of 
defendants  is  more  than  personal  services;  it  is  not  merely 
a  local  instrumentality  in  aid  of  commerce.  Defendants 
are  active  promoters,  and  frequently  interested  partes,  in  this 
immense  traffic.  They  reach  out  over  many  states  and  ter- 
ritories by  their  solicitors  and  advertisements,  and  gather  in, 
for  sale  and  slaughter,  millions  of  cattle,  sheep,  and  hogs, 
and  their  rules  and  regulations  cover  the  entire  business,  and 
extend  over  the  whole  field  of  operation.  Touching  the  ques- 
tion of  what  are  aids  or  incidents  to  commerce,  as  well  as  po- 
lice powers  of  the  states,  the  following  cases  are  in  point: 
Packet  Go.  v.  St.  Louisy  100  U.  S.  423;  Vicksburg  v.  Tohin^ 
Id.  430;  Packet  Co.  v.  Catlettshurg^  105  U.  S.  659;  Parkers- 
burg  <&  0.  R.  Transp.  Co.  v.  City  of  Pwrkeraburg^  107  U.  S. 
691,  2  Sup.  Ct.  732;  Gloucester  Perry  Go.  v.  Pennsylvania^ 
114  U.  S.  196,  5  Sup.  Ct.  826;  Euse  v.  Glover^  119  U.  S.  543, 
7  Sup.  Ct  313;  Eall  y.  De  Guir,  95  U.  S.  485;  Gooley  v. 
Boardy  12  How.  298;  Packet  Go.  v.  Aiken,  121  U.  S.  444,  7 
Sup.  Ct  907;  Sands  v.  Improvement  Co.,  123  U.  S.  288,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  113;  Monongahela  Nav.  Co.  v.  U.  S.,  148  XT.  S.  812, 
13  Sup.  Ct  622;  St.  Louis  v.  W.  V.  Tel.  Co.,  148  U.  S.  92, 
18  Sup.  Ct.  485 ;  Munn  v.  lUmois,  94  XT.  S.  113 ;  Budd  v.  Neio 
York,  143  U.  S.  517,  12  Sup.  Ct.  468;  New  York,  L.  E.  <t 
W.  B.  Go.  V.  Pemisylvania,  158  U.  S.  431,  15  Sup.  Ct.  896; 
Henderson  Bridge  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  166  U.  S.  150,  17  Sup. 
Ct  582. 

The  defendants  further  contend  that  when  this  live  stock 
reaches  Kansas  City,  and  is  unloaded  into  the  stock  yards,  it 
ceases  to  be  the  subject  of  interstate  commerce.  This  prop- 
osition, however,  covers  but  one  point  in  the  controversy,  for 
several  of  the  rules  and  by-laws  of  defendants  have  more 
than  a  local  operation,  and  extend  beyond  state  lines.  Does 
this  stock,  once  upon  the  stream  of  commerce,  cease  to  be  such 
when  unloaded  at  Kansas  City?  Could  the  state  of  Kansas 
tax  these  cattle  in  the  atodc  yards! 
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The  defendants  cite  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Houston^  114 
U.  S.  623,  6  Sup.  Ct.  1091,  and  Coal  Co.  v.  Bates,  156  U.  S. 
577, 16  Sup.  Ct.  415.  In  the  former  case  the  coal  which  was 
subjected  to  taxation  had  reached  its  destination, — L  e.  the 
state  of  Louisiana, — and  was  there  offered  for  sale  in  great 
or  small  quantities  to  suit  the  purchaser.    The  court  says: 

[541]  '*  It  might  continue  in  that  condition  for  a  year  or  two  years, 
or  for  only  a  day.  ♦  ♦  ♦  We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  If  a  tax  col- 
lector should  be  stationed  at  every  ferry  and  railroad  depot  Id  tbt 
city  of  New  York,  charged  with  the  duty  of  collecting  a  tax  on  every 
wagon  load  or  car  load  of  produce  or  merchandise  brought  into  the 
city,  that  it  would  not  be  a  regulation  of  and  restraint  upon  Interstate 
commerce,  so  far  as  the  tax  should  be  imposed  on  articles  brought 
from  other  states.  We  think  it  would  be,  and  that  it  would  be  an 
encroachment  upon  the  exclusive  power  of  congress. 

Bearing  upon  this  question  is  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Mary- 
land, 12  Wheat.  419;  also,  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  8.  108, 10 
Sup.  Ct  684.  In  this  case,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller,  speak- 
ing for  the  court,  says : 

"  That  the  point  of  time  when  the  prohibition  ceases,  and  the  power 
of  the  state  to  tax  commences,  is  not  the  instant  when  the  article 
enters  the  country,  but  when  the  importer  has  so  acted  upon  it  that  it 
has  become  incorporated  and  mixed  up  with  the  mass  of  property  in 
the  country,  which  hai^)ens  when  the  original  package  Is  no  longer 
such  in  his  hands ;  that  the  distinction  is  obvious  between  a  tax  which 
intercepts  the  import  as  an  import  on  its  way  to  become  incorporated 
with  the  general  mass  of  property,  and  a  tax  which  finds  the  article 
already  incorporated  with  that  mass  by  the  act  of  the  Importer." 

This  live  stock  is  shipped  from  different  states  for  imme- 
diate sale,  and,  if  the  market  at  Kansas  City  is  not  satisfac- 
tory, it  is  to  be  shipped  to  another  market  I  cannot  believe 
it  ceases  to  be  the  subject  of  interstate  commerce  when  un- 
loaded into  the  stock  yards.  Sections  4386  and  4387  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  humanely  prohibit  any  railroad  company 
whose  road  forms  any  part  of  a  line  over  which  animals  are 
conveyed  from  one  state  to  another  from  confining  them  in 
cars  over  28  consecutive  hours  without  unloading  them  for 
rest,  water,  and  food  for  at  least  5  consecutive  hours.  Under 
the  act  of  congress  of  May  29,  1884,  establishing  a  "  Bureau 
of  Animal  Industry,"  and  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  for  the 
inspecti<m  of  live  cattle«  hogs,  etc.,  the  general  government 
has  established  inspectors  at  the  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards 
assuming  that  such  stock  comes  within  the  purview  of  said 
acts  of  congress.    While  realizing  the  importance  of  the  issue 
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involved  in  this  case,  and  the  responsibility  of  making  ap- 
plication of  the  "Anti-Trust  Act "  to  a  new  order  of  facts,  I 
am  impelled  to  the  conclusion  that,  under  the  facts  and  ttie 
law  applicable  thereto,  the  prayer  of  this  bill  should  be 
granted. 


[998]      ANDERSON  ET  AL.  v.  UNITED  STATES. 

(Olrcait  Ck>iirt  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit) 
[82  Fed..  098.1 

Certified  to  Supreme  Court  for  instructions  upon  certain 
questions,  under  the  provisions  of  section  6  of  the  act  of 
March  8, 1891. 

[CJopyrighted,  1898,  by  West  Publishing  Co.] 

[Decision  in  the  Supreme  Court  (171  U.  8.,  604).  See  p.  967.  Case 
In  the  Circuit  Court  not  reported.] 


[86]    NATIONAL  HARROW  CO.  v.  HENCH  ET  AL.« 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Third  Circuit    October  29,  1897.) 

[83  Fed..  36.] 

Restraint  or  Tbaoe — Combination  of  Patentees. — ^Numerous  manu- 
facturers, under  various  United  States  patents,  of  float  spring-tooth 
harrows,  agreed  to  organize  a  corporation,  to  assign  to  it  all  the 
patents  thus  owned  or  thereafter  to  be  acquired,  and  the  good  will 
of  their  business,  and  not  to  be  Interested  in  the  manufacture  or  sale 
of  such  harrows  except  as  agents  or  licensees  of  the  corporation; 
that  the  corporation  should  license  them  to  manufacture  and  sell, 
for  their  own  account,  subject  to  uniform  terms  and  conditions, 
their  respective  makes,  and  should  not  itself  manufacture  or  sell; 
that  each  licensee  should  pay  one  dollar  for  each  such  harrow 
manufactured  and  sold  by  him,  and  should  receive  paid-up  stodL 
in  return  for  the  patents  and  good  will.  Those  who  entered  the 
agreement  represented  70  per  cent  of  the  total  manufacture  and 
sales  of  the  United  States.  The  corporation  was  formed  and  tb» 
assignments  made.    The  licenses  issued  also  bound  the  Ucensees  not 

«Sult  originally  brought  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  Pennsylvania  (76  Fed.,  667).  See  p.  610.  A  similarly 
entitled  case  (84  Fed.,  226),  p.  746,  is  another  suit,  brought  in  the 
CJlrcult  Court,  Northern  District  of  New  York. 
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to  cut  prices,  not  to  sell  other  float  spring-tooth  harrows  exc^t 
uoder  the  licenses,  and  provided  liquidated  damages  for  every 
breach.  Held,  that  the  arrangement  was  an  unlawful  combination 
hi  restraint  of  trade.« 
Same.— Though  the  fact  that  several  patentees  are  exposed  to  litiga- 
tion, justifies  them  in  composing  their  differences,  they  cannot  make 
the  occasion  an  excuse  or  cloak  for  the  creation  of  monopolies  to  the 
public  disadvantage. 

[871  Appeal  from  the  CSrcuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania. 

TF.  P.  Quinnj  for  appellant 

Jofm  G.  Johnson^  for  appellees. 

Before  Dallas,  Circuit  Judge,  and  Butleh  and  Kibkpat- 
RiOK,  District  Judges. 

Butler,  District  Judge. 

The  essential  facts  are  well  stated  by  the  circuit  court,  as 
follows: 

••  The  National  Harrow  Company,  a  corporation  of  the  state  of  New 
York, — to  whose  contract  rights  and  general  purposes  the  plaintiff,  a 
subsequently  created  New  Jersey  corporation,  has  succeeded, — origi- 
nated in  a  written  agreement  between  a  number  of  leading  and  distinct 
manufacturers,  under  various  United  States  letters  patent,  of  float 
spring-tooth  harrows,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  they  would  organize 
a  corporation  under  the  laws  of  New  York  and  would  assign  to  the 
corporation  all  United  States  letters  patent  which  they  respectively 
then  owned  or  should  thereafter  acquire  relating  to  float  spring-tooth 
harrows  and  the  good  will  of  their  business  in  such  harrows,  and 
that  they  would  not  thereafter  be  interested  in  the  manufacture  or 
sale  of  such  harrows  except  as  agents  or  licensees  of  the  corporation ; 
that  the  corporation  should  issue  to  the  persons,  firms  and  corporations 
respectively  so  assigning  to  it  their  said  patents  and  the  good  will 
of  their  business  exclusive  licenses  to  manufacture  and  sell  upon 
their  own  account,  subject  to  uniform  terms  and  conditions,  the 
same  style  of  harrows  which  they  were  making  and  selling  Just 
prior  to  the  agreement,  and  that  the  corporation  itself  would  not 
manufacture  and  sell  any  style  of  harrows  covered  by  Its  licenses; 
that  each  licensee  should  pay  to  the  corporation  one  dollar  on  every 
float  spring-tooth  harrow  manufactured  and  sold  by  such  licensee, 
and  that  each  person,  firm,  or  corporation  transferring  to  the  corpora- 
tion the  good  will  of  their  float  spring-tooth  harrow  business  and 
their  patents  relating  thereto,  should  receive  in  payment  therefor 
the  value  thereof  as  agreed  upon  or  as  fixed  by  arbitration,  in  paid- 
up  stock  of  the  corporation. 

**The  agreement  in  the  first  instance  was  signed  by  six  different 
manufacturers,  but  the  contract  contemplated  and  provided  that  others 
should  come  into  the  arrangement  and  become  parties  thereto.  Accord- 
ingly other  manufacturers  of  float  spring-tooth  harrows  soon  Joined  the 
combination,  which  then  embraced  twenty-two  different  persons,  flrms 
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or  corporations.  Thus  almost  the  entire  oa^^it  of  float  spring-tootb 
harrows  made  In  the  United  States  was  brought  under  the  regulation 
and  control  of  this  organization,  its  licensees  manufacturing  and  sell- 
ing at  least  90  per  cent  thereof. 

**  The  defendants  were  the  owners  of  two  United  States  letters  patent 
relating  to  float  spring-tooth  harrows,  under  which  they  had  been 
manufacturing  and  selling  harrows.  They  Joined  the  combination, 
and,  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  the  al)ove-recited  agreement,  they 
assigned  to  the  New  Torlt  corporation  their  patents,  and  that  corpora- 
tion then  issued  to  the  defendants  a  license  to  manufacture  and  8^ 
their  old  style  of  harrows.  The  New  Jersey  corporation,  which  was 
formed  in  furtherance  of  the  general  scheme,  issued  to  the  defiendants 
a  second  license  \n  terms  and  conditions  substantially  lil^e  the  former 
license.  These  are  the  two  license  contracts  here  sued  on.  The  follow- 
ing stated  provisions  are  conunon  to  both  licenses:  The  defendants 
agree  not  to  sell  float  spring-tooth  harrows,  float  spring-tooth  harrow 
frames  without  teeth,  or  attachments  applicable  thereto,  at  less  prices 
or  on  more  favorable  terms  of  payment  and  delivery  to  the  purchaaers 
than  is  set  forth  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  license,  unless  the 
licensor  should  reduce  the  selling  prices  and  make  more  favorable 
terms  for  purchasers,  and  that  the  defendants  will  not  directly  or 
indirectly  manufacture  or  sell  any  other  float  spring-tooth  harrows, 
etc,  than  those  which  they  are  thus  licensed  to  sell  and  market  except 
for  another  licensee,  and  then  only  of  such  style  as  he  is  licensed  to 
manufacture  and  sell.  They  agree  to  pay  to  the  corporation  one  dollar 
upon  each  float  [88]  spring-tooth  harrow,  etc.,  manufactured  and  sold 
by  them,  agreeably  to  the  terms  of  the  license,  and  the  sum  of  five 
dollars  as  liquidated  damages  for  every  harrow,  etc,  manufactured 
or  sold  by  them  contrary  to  the  terms  and  provisions  of  the  license, 
and  the  corporation  agrees  to  defend  all  suits  for  alleged  Infringement 
brought  against  the  licensees.  All  the  licenses  Issued  by  the  corpora- 
tion are  upon  the  like  terms  and  conditions." 

[76  Fed.  667.] 

It  is  manifest,  as  well  from  the  contract  as  from  the  proofe 
outside  of  it,  that  the  purpose  of  the  parties  was  to  form  a 
combination  between  the  various  manufacturers  of  tiiese 
harrows,  to  prevent  competition  in  business  and  enhance 
prices ;  and  such  is  the  effect  of  their  agreement.  The  cor- 
poration, provided  to  hold  the  legal  title  of  the  several  pat- 
ents, is  merely  an  instrument  to  effect  this  object  The 
prior  owners  are  still  the  beneficial  owners,  with  right  to 
continue  their  business,  subject  only  to  the  restraint  in  its 
management  imposed  by  the  contract.  The  provision  for 
licenses  is  made  necessary  by  the  transfers  of  title,  and  is 
simply  another  part  of  the  scheme  for  combination  and  con- 
trol of  the  business  of  the  several  patentees.  The  result 
would  be  the  same  in  legal  contemplation  if  the  corporation 
and  licenses  had  been  dispensed  with,  and  the  contract  had 
provided  simply,  as  it  does,  for  combination  and  restraint 
of  competition.    That  such  a  contract  would  be  imlawful 
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seems  clear.  While  it  is  true  that  all  contracts  in  restraint 
of  trade  are  not  prohibited,  and  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to 
determine  whether  a  particular  one  is,  there  is  no  room  for 
doubt  that  such  a  contract  as  this,  which  provides  for 
general  and  unlimited  restraint,  is  unlawful.  To  justify 
restraint,  reason  for  it  must  be  found  'in  the  nature  of  the 
property  or  the  situation  of  the  parties,  as,  for  instance,  in 
the  sale  of  a  business  or  professional  good  will,  and  other 
similar  cases.  Even  then  the  restraint  must  be  confined 
within  such  reasonable  limits  as  the  circumstances  require. 
Here  there  is  nothing  to  justify  retraint,  and  that  imposed 
is  without  any  limitation  whatever.  The  fact  that  the 
property  involved  is  covered  by  letters  patent  is  urged  as 
a  justification;  but  we  do  not  see  how  any  importance  can 
be  attributed  to  this  fact.  Patents  ccmfer  a  monopoly  as 
respects  the  property  covered  by  them,  but  they  confer  no 
right  upon  the  owners  of  several  distinct  pat^its  to  com- 
bine for  the  purpose  of  restraining  competition  and  trade. 
Patented  property  does  not  differ  in  this  respect  from  any 
other.  The  fact  that  one  patentee  may  possess  himself 
of  several  patents,  and  thus  increase  his  monopoly,  affords 
no  support  for  an  argument  in  favor  of  a  combination  by 
several  distinct  owners  of  such  property  to  restrain  manu- 
facture, control  sales,  and  enhance  prices.  Such  combina- 
tions are  conspiracies  against  the  public  interests,  and  abuses 
of  patent  privileges.  The  object  of  these  privileges  is  to  pro- 
mote the  public  benefit,  as  well  as  to  reward  inventors.  The 
suggestion  that  the  contract  is  justified  by  the  situation  of 
the  parties — their  exposure  to  litigation — is  entitled  to  no 
greater  weight  Patentees  may  compose  their  differences, 
as  the  owners  of  other  property  may,  but  they  cannot  make 
the  occasion  an  excuse  or  cloak  for  the  creation  of  monopolies 
to  the  public  disadvantage.  We  do  not  see  anything  to 
distinguish  this  case,  in  principle,  from  Nester  v.  Brewing 
Co.,  161  Pa.  St  473  [29  Ati.  102] ;  Ca/rhon  Co.  v.  MoAfiUin, 
119  N.  Y.  46  [28  N.  E.  189]  630] ;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v. 
Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St  173;  Distilling  ds  Cattle  Feed- 
ing Co.  V.  People  [111.  Sup.]  41  N.  E.  188;  Strait  v.  Har- 
row Co.  [Sup.]  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  288.    The  last  of  these  cases 
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arose  out  of  this  contract  vuder  circumstances  substantially 
like  those  of  the  case  before  us.  A  similar  conclusion  was 
reached  by  the  court  in  Harrow  Co.  v.  Qidok^  67  Fed.  180, 
where  this  contract  was  involved.  The  doctrine  of  tiiese 
cases  is  not  new,  and  we  feel  no  hesitation  in  applying  it  to 
the  contract  before  us. 
The  judgment  is  therefore  a£Srmed. 


[2261  NATIONAL  HARROW  CO.  v.  HENCH  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Court,  N.  D.  New  York.    Januaiy  3,  1886.) 

[84  Fed.,  220.] 

MoNOPOLZES — Combination  or  Patent  Owners — Inhbinoemsnt  Suit. — 
A  combination  among  manufacturers  of  spring-tooth  harrows, 
whereby  a  corporation,  organized  for  the  purpose,  becomes  the 
assignee  of  all  patents  owned  by  the  various  manufacturers,  and 
executes  licenses  to  them,  so  as  to  control  the  entire  business  and 
enhance  prices,  is  void  both  as  to  the  assignments  and  licenses,  so 
that  the  corporation  cannot  maintain  a  suit  against  one  of  its 
assignors  who  violates  the  agreement,  for  infringement^ 

This  was  a  bill  in  equity  by  the  National  Harrow  Com- 
pany against  Samuel  N.  Hench  and  others  for  alleged  in- 
fringement of  a  patent. 

Bialey  <&  Losoe^  for  complainant. 

Cookinham^  Sherman  db  Martin  and  Strawbridge  db  Toy- 
lor^  for  defendants. 

CoxE,  District  Judge. 

This  is  an  equity  suit  for  the  infringement  of  letters  pat- 
ent, granted  to  the  defendants  and  by  them  assigned  to  the 
complainant  The  bill  is  in  the  usual  form.  The  demand  is 
for  an  injunction  and  an  accounting.  The  plea  alleges  that 
the  defendants  assigned  the  letters  patent  in  question  to  the 
complainant  as  part  of  an  unlawful  agreement,  which  was 
void  as  in  restraint  of  trade  and  as  against  public  policy,  and 
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that  it  was  declared  void  by  the  [827]  circuit  court  for  the 
Eastern  district  of  Peimsylvania,  and  by  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals  for  the  Third  circuit,  in  a  suit  between  these  parties. 
The  plea  has  been  set  down  for  argument  In  the  previous 
litigation  the  Pennsylvania  court  decided  that  the  agree- 
ment between  these  parties,  and  other  manufacturers  and 
venders  of  harrows,  was  an  unlawful  combination  to  en- 
hance prices  and  prevent  competition;  that  one  of  the  means 
used  to  further  this  conspiracy  was  the  creation  of  the  com- 
plainant as  a  convenient  instrument  to  take  and  hold  the 
legal  title  to  the  patents  owned  by  the  members  of  the  com- 
bination, the  equitable  title  being  still  in  the  prior  owners. 
In  short,  it  was  held  that  the  organization  of  the  complain- 
ant, the  assignment  to  it  of  the  patents,  and  the  license  from 
the  complainant  permitting  the  assignors  to  continue  to  make 
and  sell  harrows  under  the  patents  so  assigned,  were  all  steps 
in  a  general  scheme  to  create  a  monopoly,  and  that  the  trans- 
action was  unlawful  in  its  conception  and  purpose,  as  a  whole 
and  in  all  of  its  parts.  These  decisions  will  be  found  in 
Harrow  Co.  v.  Henchj  76  Fed.  667,  and  83  Fed.  36. 

The  bill  is  based  upon  the  theory  that,  holding  the  legal 
title  to  the  patent  in  controversy,  the  complainant  can  sue 
the  owners  of  the  equitable  title,  not  as  licensees  but  as  in- 
fringers. The  assignment  of  the  patent  was  but  one  step 
in  the  combination.  The  license  was  another  step.  Both 
were  necessary  to  carry  out  the  illegal  scheme.  In  the  Penn- 
sylvania circuit  the  complainant  declared  upon  the  license; 
now  it  declares  upon  the  assignment.  Both  are  invalid  un- 
der the  Pennsylvania  judgment ;  the  one  as  much  as  the  other. 
To  place  any  other  interpretation  upon  the  decision  is  to 
make  it  a  mere  brutum  fulmen  leading  to  results  so  illogical 
and  inequitable  as  to  border  on  the  grotesque.  The  complain- 
ant was  created  solely  to  effectuate  the  purpose  of  the  com- 
bination, the  patent  in  suit  being  transferred  as  part  of  the 
unlawful  scheme.  Can  it  be  possible  that,  based  upon  such 
a  title,  the  complainant  can  levy  tribute  upon  the  defendants 
and  thus  accomplish  by  indirection  the  very  object  of  the 
monopoly  more  effectually  than  if  the  court  had  not  declared 
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the  whole  transaction  void?  If  as  a  result  of  the  Pennsyl- 
vania litigation  the  complainant  can  seize  the  defendants' 
profits  and  also  enjoin  them  from  operating  under  their  own 
patents  their  victory  might  better  have  been  a  defeat  In 
escaping  Scylla  they  are  hopdessly  caught  in  the  vortex  of 
Charybdis.  It  certainly  never  was  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties tht  the  defendants  should  assign  their  patents  to  the  com- 
plainant with  no  rights  reserved.  The  assignment  was  in 
consideration  of  the  license  back  and  was  part  of  the  one 
agreen^nt  The  complainant  has  no  title  except  sudi  as  it 
got  through  this  agreement  and  this  agreement  has  been  de- 
clared void.  The  complainant  ocmtends  that  the  assignment 
of  the  patent  was  a  distinct  and  separate  transaction,  and  that 
the  bill  can  be  supported  upon  the  assignment  alone,  whidi 
was  an  innocent  proceeding  in  itself.  B.ut  as  before  stated 
the  Pennsylvania  decision  treated  all  these  steps  as  part  of 
one  illegal  scheme.  When  the  foundation  upon  which  this 
edifice  stood  was  shattered,  the  entire  structure  felL  The 
judicial  bolt  struck  the  keystone  of  the  arch.  Neither  party 
can  build  upon  the  fragments  that  remain.  As  both  were 
equally  involved  in  the  [228]  prohibited  scheme  the  court 
left  them  where  their  own  acts  placed  th^n,  declining  affirma- 
tive relief  to  one  as  against  the  other.    The  plea  is  allowed. 


[1018]    HOPKINS  ET  AL.  v.  UNITED  STATES. 

(Circuit  Ck>nrt  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit    December  27,  1897.) 
[84  Fed.,  1018.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  Kansas.  Questions  certified  to  the  supreme 
court,  on  December  8, 1897,  imder  the  provisions  of  section  0 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891.  Cause  removed  to  the  supremo 
court  on  writ  of  certiorari.  See  82  Fed.,  529  [(p.  725),  and 
171  U.  S.,  578  (p.  941)]. 
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[252]  UNITED  STATES  t;.  COAL  DEALERS'  ASS'N 
OF  CALIFORNIA  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Court,  N.  D.  California.    January  28,  1898.) 
[85  Fed.,  252.] 

Monopolies — ^Anti-Tbust  Law — Restraining  Obdeb. — Under  section 
4  of  the  anti-trust  law  of  July  2,  1890,  a  restraining  order  may  be 
Issued  without  notice,  under  the  circumstances  sanctioned  by  the 
established  usages  of  equity  practice  In  other  cases.« 

Parties  in  Bqxtitt — Unincobpobated  Association. — In  a  suit  in 
equity  to  restrain  an  alleged  unlawful  combination  acting  as  an 
unincorporated  association,  It  Is  sufficient  that  the  association,  to- 
gether with  a  large  number  of  its  members,  as  Indiyiduals  and  offi- 
cers of  the  association,  are  made  parties  defendant 

Monopolies — Combinations  in  Restbaint  op  Tbade — Anti-Tbust 
Law.— Under  the  anti-trust  law  of  July  2,  1890,  a  contract  or  com- 
bination which  imposes  any  restraints  whatever  upon  interstate 
commerce  is  unlawful;  and  It  is  Immaterial  whether  or  not  the 
restraint  is  a  fair  and  reasonable  one,  or  whether  it  has  actually 
resulted  in  increasing  the  price  of  the  commodity  dealt  in. 

Saio: — Intebstate  Commebce. — Where  coal  is  brought  from  other 
states  and  foreign  countries  to  a  certain  city  by  Importers  and 
dealers,  who.  by  a  combination  with  a  local  coal  dealers'  associa- 
tion, regulate  the  retail  prices  arbitrarily,  and  provide  against  free 
competition,  such  combination  is  one  In  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce, in  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  1890. 

In  Equity. 

Bill  by  the  United  States  against  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  of 
California  and  the  members  of  the  association,  and  against  Charles 
R.  Allen,  Central  Coal  Company,  R.  D.  Chandler,  George  Fritch,  J.  C 
Wilson  &  Co.,  Oregon  Improvement  Company,  Oregon  Coal  &  Naviga- 
tion Company,  W.  G.  Stafford,  trading  as  W.  G.  Stafford  &  Co., 
R.  Dunsmuir's  Sons,  John  Rosenfeld,  Louis  Rosenfeld,  and  Henry 
Rosenfeld,  partners,  trading  as  John  Rosenfeld  Sons.  The  bill  is 
brought  to  secure  the  dissolution  of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  of 
California,  and  to  set  aside  an  agreement  between  the  said  associa- 
tion and  the  other  defendants,  relating  to  the  sale  of  coal  in  the  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco,  alleged  to  be  in  restraint  of  trade  and 
commerce,  in  violation  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  and  for  an  injunc- 
tion restraining  the  defendants  from  further  agreeing,  combining, 
conspiring,  and  acting  together  in  maintaining  rules  and  regulations 
and  rates  and  prices  for  coal  brought  from  British  Columbia,  Wash- 
ington, and  Oregon  to  San  Francisco,  for  domestic  purposes  as  fuel. 

H.  S.  Foote,  United  States  District  Attorney,  and  Alfred 
L.  Blacky  Special  Assistant  United  States  Attorney. 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1806,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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R'  y*  Hayne  and  William  Craig^  for  respondents  Coal 
Dealers'  Ass'n  of  California,  Oregon  Coal  &  Navigation  Co., 
W.  G.  Stafford,  and  R  D.  Chandler. 

James  T.  Boyd  and  W.  H.  Fifield^  for  respondent  R.  Duns- 
muir's  Sons. 

W.  S.  GoodfeUowj  for  respondents  Central  Coal  Co.,  John 
liosenfeld,  Louis  Rosenfeld,  and  Henry  Rosenfeld,  partners 
trading  as  John  Rosenfeld  Sons. 

John  A.  Wright  and  George  B.  LvkenSy  for  respondents 
J.  S.  Wilson  &  Co. 

T.  C.  Coogan^  for  respondents  Charles  R.  Allen  and  George 
Fritch. 

Morrow,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  is  a  bill  in  equity,  brought  by  the  United  States 
attorney,  upon  the  authority  of  the  attorney  general,  in 
[2531  the  name  of  the  United  States,  against  the  Coal 
Dealers'  Association  of  California  and  the  members  of  the 
association  and  certain  firms  and  corporations  doing  busi- 
ness in  San  Francisco,  for  the  purpose  of  dissolving  the 
Coal  Dealers'  Association,  as  an  unlawful  combination,  and 
to  set  aside  an  agreement  between  the  said  association  and 
the  other  defendants,  alleged  to  be  in  restraint  of  trade  and 
commerce,  in  violation  of  the  act  of  congress  entitled  "An 
pct  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  re- 
straints and  monopolies,"  approved  July  2,  1890.  It  is 
alleged  in  the  bill  that  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  and  the 
officers  and  members  thereof  are  an  unincorporated  organiza- 
tion, composed  of  retail  dealers  in  coal,  residents  in  the  city 
of  San  Francisco,  and  of  miners  and  shippers  of  coal,  who 
are  residents  of  and  are  carrying  on  business  in  the  cit}' 
of  San  Francisco;  that  R.  Dunsmuir's  Sons  are  the  agents 
and  largely  interested  in  and  control  and  import  coal  from 
the  Wellington  colliers  of  British  Columbia,  from  which 
comes  a  large  part  of  the  coal  shipped  from  British  Colum- 
bia; that  R.  D.  Chandler  is  a  wholesale  coal  dealer  in  the 
city  of  San  Francisco,  and  imports  and  brings  and  deals  in 
and  sells  coal  brought  from  the  state  of  Washington;  that 
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J.  C  Wilson  &  Co.  deal  in  coal  brought  from  British 
Columbia;  that  the  Oregcm  Coal  &  Navigation  Company 
own  coal  mines  in  the  state  of  Oregon,  and  import  and 
bring  coal  to  the  state  of  California  from  said  mines,  and 
sell  the  same  at  wholesale;  that  W.  G.  Stafford  &  Co.  import 
and  hmg  coal  from  the  state  of  Oregon ;  that  the  defendants 
and  their  associates  comprise  all  the  wholesale  dealers  who 
handle,  bring,  and  import,  and  sell  coal,  used  in  San  Fran- 
cisco lor  domestic  purposes  as  fuel;  and  that  the  said  de-* 
fondants,  combined  together,  can  absolutely  control  the  price 
charged  for  coal  for  domestic  purposes  as  fuel  at  said  city 
of  Ban  Francisco,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  San  Francisco 
is  located  at  such  a  distance  from  all  coal  mines,  other  than 
those  o(mtrolled  by  the  defendants,  that  the  rates  of  trans- 
portation are  prohibitory,  and  make  it  an  impossibility  to 
import  or  bring  coal  as  fuel  for  domestic  purposes  from  any 
place  or  places  or  mines  other  than  the  mines  owned,  oper- 
ated, and  controlled  by  the  defendants,  or  some  of  them; 
that  all  the  coal  mined  in  the  state  of  California  that  is  used 
as  fuel  in  said  San  Francisco  is  owned  and  controlled  by  the 
defendants,  or  some  of  them.  The  bill  further  alleges  that 
the  city  of  San  Francisco  is  a  city  of  200,000  population  and 
upward ;  that  the  inhabitants  generally  use  coal  as  fuel  for 
domestic  purposes,  and  that  it  is  to  them  one  of  the  prime 
and  conmnm  necessaries  of  life;  that  they  use,  as  fuel  for 
domestic  purposes,  about  800,000  tons  of  coal  annually,  of 
which  amount  more  than  700,000  tons  are  mined  in  British 
Columbia  and  in  the  states  of  Oregon  and  Washington,  and 
imported  and  brcnight  to  San  Francisco;  that  the  small  per- 
centage of  about  50,000  tons  is  mined  and  produced  in  the 
state  of  California;  and  that  this  domestic  product  has  no 
practical  effect  on  the  market  price  of  coal  in  San  Francisco. 
It  is  further  alleged  thai  in  the  year  1895  there  were  in  the 
city  of  San  Francisco  divers  and  numerous  persons  engaged 
in  the  retail  coal  business,  supplying  coal  as  fuel  for  domes- 
tic purposes  to  the  inhabitants  of  said  city;  that  said  coal 
came,  in  large  part,  throu^  the  agency  of  the  dealers  men- 
tioned in  the  [864]  bill,  from  British  Columbia,  the  state 
of  Washingtcm,  and  the  srfAte  of  Oregon;  that  the  retail 
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dealers,  in  combiDation  with  certain  wholesale  dealers  and 
importers  of  coal  from  British  Columbia,  and  those  bring- 
ing coal  from  the  states  of  Washington  and  Oregon,  and 
other  dealers  mentioned,  with  intent  to  form  a  contract, 
trust,  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  the  trade  and  commerce 
between  British  Columbia,  the  state  of  Washington,.the  state 
of  Oregon,  and  the  state  of  California,  and  with  intent  to 
monopolize,  and  to  attempt  to  monopolize,  and  combine  and 
'conspire  to  monopolize,  the  coal  trade  and  commerce  be- 
tween British  Columbia,  Washington,  Oregon,  and  Cali- 
fornia, to  the  extent  of  the  coal  used  in  the  city  of  San  Fran- 
cisco as  fuel  for  domestic  purposes,  did  associate  themselves 
together  in  the  state  of  California,  and  on  the  11th  day  of 
September,  1896,  adopted  a  constitution  and  by-laws,  the 
provisions  of  which  are  set  out  in  full  in  the  bill.  For  the 
present  purpose,  it  will  only  be  necessary  to  notice  the  follow- 
ing articles  and  sections : 

OONSTITUnOW. 

••Article  1.  Title  and  Object  (a)  The  title  of  this  or^ranlzation 
BhaU  be  the  'Coal  Dealers'  Association  of  California,'  with  principal 
place  of  business  in  San  Francisco,  (b)  It  shall  have  for  Its  object 
the  furnishing  of  information  to  Its  members  as  to  sales  of  coal 
made  by  wholesale  dealers  to  the  retail  dealers,  and  by  retail  dealers 
to  consumers,  and  also  the  names  of  any  dealers  who  have  been 
guilty  of  violating  any  of  the  rates  or  rules  made  from  time  to 
time  by  this  organization,  and  the  furnishing  of  as  complete  a  list 
as  possible  of  delinquent  consumers,  and  such  other  matters  as  may 
be  decided  upon. 

"  Art  2.  What  Constitutes  a  Dealer,  (a)  Any  person  who  engages 
in  the  sale  of  coal  as  regular  business,  buying  to  sell  again,  who 
shall  own  and  operate  a  yard,  keeping  an  office,  and  displaying  a 
sign,  shall  be  regarded  as  a  retail  dealer,  (b)  All  miners  and 
shippers  shall  be  eligible  to  membership  in  this  association,  provided 
such  miner  and  shipper  shall  not  make  a  practice  of  selling  coal, 
at  retail,  at  less  price  than  the  retail  dealers." 

••Art  4.  Fees — ^Dues — Assessments,  (a)  The  admittance  fee  for 
membership  shall  be  two  hundred  (200)  dollars,  and  must  invariably 
accompany  the  application,  (b)  The  amount  of  dues  shall  be  fifty 
cents  per  month,  payable  qiiarterly  in  advance,  and  to  date  from 
the  first  day  of  the  month  following  the  month  in  which  the  member 
was  admitted,  (c)  Assessments  may  be  levied  by  a  two-thirds  vote 
of  the  members  present  at  a  regular  meeting,  but  only  in  such  cases 
when  the  Interests  of  the  association  as  a  business  society  require  it 
(d)  No  asfiessment  shall  be  levied  unless  it  is  expressed  in  the  notice 
of  meeting  that  *a  resolution  to  levy  an  assessment  will  be 
Introduced.' " 

••Art  6.  Failure  to  Pay  Dues,  Assessments,  or  Fines — Charges- 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


^;^'ITED  states  v.  coal  dealers'  assn.  753 

Opinion  of  the  Oonrt 

Right  of  Appeal,  (a)  If  any  member  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay 
the  monthly  dues  and  assessments  as  provided  in  the  constitution 
and  by-laws  of  this  association  within  three  days  after  the  same 
have  become  due,  he  or  they  shall  no  longer  be  considered  members 
of  this  association,  or  participant  in  its  benefits,  and  shall  surrender 
certificate  of  membership;  but  a  written  or  printed  notice  must  be 
sent,  at  the  expiration  of  said  time,  to  all  those  members  who  are 
delinquent,  and  may  be  reinstated  within  ten  days  ^thereafter  by 
paying  in  full  all  dues." 

BY-I^WS. 

"Sec.  3.  Officers  and  Their  Duties,  ♦♦♦(c)  The  secretary, 
prior  to  taking  his  oflice,  shall  be  required  to  give  a  bond,  for  the 
faithful  performance  of  his  duties,  in  the  sum  of  one  thousand  (1,000) 
dollars,  with  two  sureties  qualifying  for  the  sum  of  five  hundred  (500) 
dollars  each,  and  satisfactory  to  the  board  of  directors.  He  shall 
collect  all  dues,  issue  all  communications,  notices,  and  other  corre- 
spondence not  provided  for.  He  shall  keep  a  register  of  all  members 
of  the  association,  together  with  a  regular  set  of  books  for  the  proper 
conduct  of  business;  receive  all  moneys  due  the  association,  and  pay 
the  same  over  to  the  treasurer ;  sign  all  orders  on  the  treasurer  for  the 
payment  of  such  [255]  bills  as  may  be  approved  by  a  majority  of 
the  finance  and  certificate  pturchasing  committees.  He  shall  keep  a 
record,  in  a  book  provided  for  the  punK)se,  of  all  transfers  of  certifi- 
cates of  membership;  be  the  custodian  of  all  properties  of  the  asso- 
ciation; receive  all  charges  made  of  violation  of  the  card  rates  and 
rules,  and  refer  the  same  to  the  grievance  committee  for  action,  after 
using  due  diligence  in  securing  such  facts  in  the  case  as  possible. 
He  shall  devote  his  entire  time  to  the  association,  and  under  no 
circumstances  is  he  allowed  to  be  associated  in  any  manner  with  any 
other  business.  He  shnll,  on  receipt  of  findings  of  the  grievance  com- 
mittee, notify  the  wholesale  dealers  of  such  report,  and  request,  In 
writing,  that  they  impose  the  penalty  for  such  violation.  His  com- 
pensation shall  be  fixed  by  the  board  of  directora    •    •    ♦ 

**  Sec.  4.  Standing  Committees,  (a)  A  grievance  committee  consist- 
ing of  three  persons  shall  be  appointed  by  the  president,  from  the 
board  of  directors,  on  the  first  Monday  of  every  month,  to  serve  with- 
out compensation  until  the  first  Monday  of  the  following  month,  or 
until  their  successors  are  appointed.  They  shall  assemble  whenever 
requested  to  do  so  by  the  secretary,  and  receive  and  investigate  all 
charges  of  violation  of  card  rules  or  rates  preferred  against  any  coal 
dealer  or  agent  In  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  and  report 
their  findings  to  the  secretary.  They  shall  have  the  power  to  fix  the 
time  limit  for  the  payment  of  any  fines  imposed  by  them.    •    ♦    ♦ »» 

"Sec.  9.  Advertising,  Circulars,  etc.  (a)  Dealers  in  advertising 
coal  are  not  permitted  to  state  prices  without  adding  the  names  of 
coal  to  be  had  for  the  prices  named ;  both  names  and  prices  to  corre- 
spond exactly  with  those  on  rate  card,  (b)  Any  circulars,  posters, 
dodgers,  cards,  or  signs  confilcting  with  the  card  rates  or  rules  dis- 
played, found  on  the  streets  or  circulated  in  any  manner  whatsoever, 
shall  subject  the  dealer  or  agent,  who  caused  their  distribution,  to  the 
penalties,  as  are  provided  in  section  13  of  these  by-laws  for  selling 
coal  in  vicrfation  of  card  rates  or  rules. 

"  Sec  10.  Two  or  More  Yards.  A  member  having  two  or  more  yards 
cannot  dispose  of  his  certificate  of  m^nbership  in  the  sale  of  one 
yard,  and  retain  his  membership  in  the  association. 
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"  Sec.  11.  New  Yards.  Any  member  opening  a  new  yard  or  yards 
after  June  14th,  1895,  in  addition  to  the  one  that  secured  bts  admteslon 
in  the  association,  shali  be  liable  for  an  additional  two  hundred  (2G0) 
dollars  admittance  fee  and  aaonthly  dues  for  each  yard  so  opened.  In 
ord«r  for  such  yard  or  yards  to  participate  in  the  bt—rtti  of  the 
association. 

**  Sec.  12.  Standard  Rules  and  Weights,  (a)  No  dealer  sball  glre 
more  or  less  than  100  pounds  to  1  sack ;  600  pounds  to  6  saeks,  or  i 
ton  (short) ;  1,000  pounds  to  10  sacliLS,  or  ^  ton  (short) ;  2,000  pounds 
to  20  sacks,  or  1  ton  (short) ;  2,240  pounds  to  1  ton  (long),  (b)  All 
long  tons  must  be  delivered  in  bulk.  Names  of  coal  must  appear  on 
bill  exactly  as  they  read  on  rate  card.  A  load  of  coal  dellyered  in 
bulk  shall  be  per  ton  of  2,240  pounds.  If  handled  after  arriyal  at 
customer's  place,  an  additional  charge  of  fifty  cents  per  ton  must  be 
made.  A  ton  of  coal  delivered  in  twenty  sacks,  and  put  in  bin,  sliall 
be  2,000  pounds.  No  premiums  or  presents  are  permitted  to  be  offered 
as  inducements  for  purchasers  to  buy  coal,  (c)  Dealers  shall  be 
permitted  to  sell  and  deliver  fifty  i)ounds  of  coal  at  one-half  card 
rates  for  one  hundred  pounds,  but  in  no  cnse  shall  they  be  allowed  to 
sell  coal  in  quantities  ranging  between  fifty  pounds  and  one  hundred 
pounds. 

"Sec.  13.  Violations — Penalties,  (a)  If  a  dealer  or  agent  member 
or  non-member,  be  found  guilty  of  selling  coal  in  violation  of  the  card 
rates  or  rules,  he  shall  be  subject  to  a  fine  of  not  less  than  ten  (10) 
dollars  nor  more  than  one  hundred  (1(X))  dollars  for  first  offense,  not 
less  than  twenty-five  (25)  dollars  nor  more  than  two  hundred  (200) 
dollars  for  second  offense;  if  a  member  of  the  association,  be  sus- 
pended and  compelled  to  pay  retail  prices  for  third  offense  until 
restored  to  membership  In  good  standing  by  the  board  of  directors. 
•    •    • 

"  Sec.  14.  Agreement.  The  following  agreement  bet^veen  the  whole- 
sale coal  dealers  of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  Cal.,  and 
this  association.  Is  hereby  embodied  in  this  section,  and  made  a  part 
and  parcel  of  the  by-laws  of  this  association : 

"  •  This  agreement,  made  this  first  day  of  June,  A.  D.  1896,  by  and 
between  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  of  California,  an  association, 
and  the  undersigned  wholesale  coal  dealers,  wltnesseth:  (1)  That 
the  pui-poses  of  this  agreement  are:  [266]  First,  protection  to  con- 
sumers In  receiving  full  amount  and  kind  of  coal  purchased ;  second, 
protection  to  dealers  In  obtaining  sufficient  margin  to  carry  on  a  safte 
business  with  Justice  to  consumers.  (2)  That  said  wholesale  dealers 
will  not,  nor  will  any  or  either  of  them,  during  the  continuance  of 
this  agreement,  sell  coal  at  trade  rates  to  any  one  not  having  an  estal>- 
Ushed  yard ;  nor  will  any  or  either  of  them  sell  coal  at  less  than  card 
rates  to  consumers,  except  In  such  cases  as  may  be  provided  for  by 
agreement  among  said  wholesale  dealers  themselves.  (8)  That  said 
wholesale  coal  dealers  hereby  acknowledge  the  request  of  the  Coal 
Dealers'  Association  of  California,  made  to  them  on  the  sixth  day  of 
May,  1896,  to  charge  one  dollar  ($1.00)  per  ton  additional  over  present 
trade  rates  for  all  coal  sold  by  said  wholesale  dealers,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  to  the  retail  dealers  in  the  city  and  county  of  San 
Francisco,  who  are  not  members  of  said  association,  and  hereby  agree 
to  comply  with  said  request,  and  will  during  the  continuance  of  this 
agreement  charge  one  dollar  ($1.00)  per  ton  additional  over  trade 
rates  for  all  coal  sold  to  dealers  carrying  on  business  in  said  city  and 
county  who  are  not  members  of  said  association.  (4)  That  upon 
receiving  proof  from  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  of  the  violation  by 
any  retail  coal  dealer  of  any  of  the  rules  of  business  printed  on  the 
rate  card  issued  by  said  association,  and  being  satisfied  that  the 
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cbargt  l8  ettabllshed.  Mid  wliotaMl#  eeal  dealera  acrreo,  and  each  of 
them  agrees,  to,  and  will,  charge  the  dealer  so  Yiolattng  said  rules  or 
rule  consumers'  rates  thereafter  for  ooal,  until  said  retail  dealer,  if  a 
member  of  said  association,  shall  have  been  reinstated  to  membership 
in  the  Ck)al  Dealers'  Association  of  California  by  the  vote  of  the  board 
of  directors  of  said  asseciatiea,  or,  If  not  a  member,  until  he  shall 
have  paid  such  reasonable  penalty  as  may  be  Imposed  upon  him  by 
said  association.  (5)  OTfaat  the  following  rules  and  rates  shall  be 
enforced  during  the  eontinQance  of  this  agreement:  That  rates  at 
which  ooal  shall  be  sold  to  consumers  shall  be  as  shown  on  the  rate 
card  issued  from  time  to  time  by  the  Ck)al  Dealers'  Association  of 
California.  A  ton  of  coal  dellTered  In  twenty  (20)  sacks,  and  de- 
posited in  bin,  will  be  a,€00  pounds;  and  no  more  nor  less  than 
twenty  sacks  shall  constitute  a  ton  so  delivered.  A  ton  of  coal  deliv- 
ered in  bulk  shall  be  2,240  pounds.  For  coal  in  bulk  handled  after 
arrival  at  plaee  of  delivery,  an  additional  charge  of  fifty  cents  per  tcm 
shall  be  made,  provided,  however,  if  the  handling  after  arrival  at 
place  of  delivery  consists  only  of  shoveling  or  dumping  coal  in  place 
of  deiKMit,  no  additional  charge  shall  be  made.  All  long  tons  must  be 
delivered  in  bulk.  (6)  That  any  member  of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Asso- 
ciation furnishing  coal  to  another  dealer  who  has  been  duly  adjudged 
by  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  of  California  guilty  of  violation  of 
the  rules  or  any  rule  of  said  association  printed  on  said  rate  card 
win  himself  suffer  the  penalty  imposed  by  said  association  for  viola- 
tion of  said  rules.  (7)  That  no  member  of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Associa- 
tion shall  have  the  right  to  transfer  his  certificate  of  membership  in 
said  association  until  all  indebtedness  due  to  said  wholesale  coal 
dealers,  or  any  of  them,  by  the  member  of  the  said  Coal  Dealers* 
Association  holding  said  certificate,  shall  have  been  paid,  or  until  an 
adjustment  between  the  debtor  and  creditors  shall  have  been  satis- 
factorily made  by  such  debtor  and  creditors.  (8)  That  In  the  event 
of  the  discontinuance  of  business  by  any  member  of  said  Coal  Dealers' 
Association,  and  his  failure  to  promptly  settle  his  indebtedness  due 
to  said  wholesale  coal  dealers,  or  any  of  them,  then  said  Coal  Dealers' 
Association  shall  have  the  right  to  declare  such  delinquent  member's 
certificate  forfeited  to  said  wholesale  coal  dealers  parties  hereto,  wlio 
are  his  cfedltors.  That  the  said  wholesale  ooal  dealers  for  whose 
benefit  said  forfeiture  takes  place  shall  have  the  right  to  sell  said 
membership  certificate,  and,  upon  the  sale  thereof,  shall  apply  the 
proceeds  of  sale  to  the  payment  of  the  claims  of  the  wholesale  coal 
dealers  parties  hereto,  holding  claims  against  such  delinquent  member. 
That,  after  the  application  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  to  the  payment 
of  the  claims  of  said  wholesalers,  any  surplus  remaining  shall  be  paid 
to  the  delinquent  member.  (9)  And,  in  the  event  of  a  sale  of  his 
business,  wholesale  dealers  shall' decline  to  furnish  coal  to  his  suc- 
cessor, at  the  discretion  of  the  association's  directors,  until  the  seller 
has  paid  all  bills  due  by  bim  to  the  wholesale  dealers,  who  are  parties 
hereto.  (10)  That  this  agreement  does  not  apply  to  steam,  hotel, 
restaurant,  or  church  trade,  nor  to  such  trade  as  must  be,  necessarily, 
reserved  by  wholesale  dealers  as  a  means  of  protection  to  steam  trade, 
and  referred  to  in  section  2  of  this  agreement  (11)  That  this  agree- 
ment shall  continue  in  full  force  and  effect  for  the  period  of  two 
years  from  date  hereof,  and  shall  apply  only  to  said  wholesale  coal 
dealera  and  ISf7]  retail  eoal  dealers  carrying  on  business  within  the 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco. 

" '  In  witness  whereof,  the  parties  hereunto  set  their  hands,  the  day 
and  year  first  above  written,  said  Ooal  Dealers'  Association  signing  l^ 
Its  president  and  secretary,  thereunto  authorised  by  resolution  of  said 
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asaociation  duly  passed,  and  said  wbolesale  coal  dealers  signing  their 
respective  names. 

*"  *  [Signed]  Coal  Dealebs'  Ass'n  or  GALiroBNiA, 

"  •  By  p.  Lynch,  President. 
•*  •  By  E.  K.  Carson,  Secretary, 
**  *  Chablbs  R.  Allbn. 
"  •  Centbal  Coal  Co., 
"  •  By  J.  J.  McNamaba. 
••  •  R.  D.  Chandleb. 
"  *  Geo.  Fbttch, 
••  •  Per  J.  HoMEB  FarrcH. 
"  *  C.  Wilson  &  Co. 
"•Oregon  Impbovement  Co., 
*• '  John  L.  Howard,  Manager. 
•* '  OuEOON  Coal  &  Navigation  Co., 
•• '  By  C.  M.  GooDALL,  Vice-Pres. 
"  •  W.  Q.  Stafford  &  Ca 
•• '  R.  DuNSMunt  &  Sons, 
-  •  By  C.  H.  JouETT.' 
••  Sec  16.  Agencies  or  Offices,     (a)  Any  member  having  agencies  or 
ofl9ces  other  than  those  located  at  his  yard,  for  the  sale  of  coal,  shall 
be  compelled  to  have  a  certificate  of  membership  for  each  of  said 
agencies  or  offices,     (b)  In  the  event  of  the  failure  of  any  member  to 
secure  a  certificate  of  membership  for  each  agency  or  office,  as  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section,  within  five  days  after  a 
written  notice  shall  have  been  sent  him  by  the  secretary,  he  shall  im- 
mediately cause  the  same  to  be  closed,  or  subject  himself  to  a  fine  of 
not  less  that  ten  (10)  dollars  nor  more  than  one  hundred  (100)  dol- 
lars for  each  agency  or  office  that  is  known  to  be  operated  by  him  or 
for  his  benefit 

**  Sea  Id  Sales  to  Nonmember  Dealers  or  Agents,  (a)  No  member 
of  this  association  shall  be  permitted  to  sell  dealers  or  agents,  who  are 
nonmembers,  coal  for  less  than  consumers'  prices.    •    •    •." 

The  bill  further  aUeges  that  the  constitution  and  by-laws, 
since  their  adoption,  have  been,  and  now  are,  in  full  force 
and  effect,  save  as  amended  by  making  the  fee  of  membership 
$600  instead  of  $200,  as  provided  in  article  4  of  the  consti- 
tution, and  by  amending  subdivision  3  of  the  agreement,  set 
out  in  section  14  of  the  by-laws,  by  changing  the  words  "  one 
dollar  ($1)"  to  "  two  dollars  ($2),"  where  the  same  appears 
in  said  paragraph,  and  by  changing  the  schedule  of  rates 
from  time  to  time,  so  that  the  schedule  of  rates  and  rate  card 
are  as  set  forth  in  the  bill.  The  terms  of  the  agreement  be- 
tween the  Coal  Dealers'  Aasociation  and  the  importers  and 
wholesale  dealers  in  coal,  as  set  forth  in  the  by-laws  of  the 
Coal  Dealers'  Association,  are  made  the  subject  of  still  fur- 
ther allegations  of  combination,  conspiracy,  and  confedera- 
tion between  the  coal  dealers  in  the  establishment  and  mainte- 
nance of  arbitrary  rates  for  coal  in  San  Francisco,  and  in 
depriving  the  residents  of  San  Francisco  of  the  benefits  of 
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free  competition  between  owners,  importers,  and  dealers  in 
coal  from  British  Columbia,  Washington,  and  Oregon, 
whereby  the  trade,  traffic,  and  commerce  in  this  article  has 
been  monopolized  and  restrained,  and  dealers  in  coal  who 
have  been  refused  or  were  unable  to  become  members  of  the 
C!oal  Dealers'  Association  have  been  compelled  to  desist  from 
said  business,  and  have  been  restrained  from  carrjring  im 
their  trade,  business,  and  dealing  in  coal  in  the  city  of 
[258]  San  Francisco  brought  from  British  Columbia,  Wash- 
ington, and  Oregon.  The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  that  the  Coal 
Dealers'  Association  be  dissolved;  and  that  the  agreement 
between  said  association  and  the  wholesale  dealers  be  set 
aside;  and  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined  and  prohibited 
from  further  agreeing,  combining,  conspiring,  and  acting 
together  to  maintain  rules  and  regulations  and  rates  and 
prices  for  coal  brought  from  British  Columbia,  Washington, 
and  Oregon  to  San  Francisco,  for  domestic  purposes  as  fuel, 
to  hinder  trade  and  commerce  between  said  states  and  for- 
eign countries;  and  that  all  and  each  of  them  be  enjoined 
and  prohibited  from  entering  and  continuing  in  the  combina- 
tion, association,  and  conspiracy  to  deprive  the  people  of  the 
city  of  San  Francisco  of  such  facilities,  rates,  and  prices  for 
coal  brought  from  British  Columbia,  Oregon,  and  Washing- 
ton to  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  in  the  state  of  California, 
as  will  be  afforded  by  free  and  unrestrained  competition  be- 
tween the  owners,  operators,  importers,  and  dealers  of  said 
coal  used  from  said  places  in  said  city  of  San  Francisco,  for 
domestic  purposes  as  fuel ;  and  that  all  and  each  of  said  de- 
fendants be  enjoined  and  prohibited  from  agreeing,  com- 
bining, and  conspiring  and  acting  together  to  monopolize,  or 
attempt  to  monopolize,  said  trade  and  commerce  in  coal  be- 
tween said  states  of  Oregon,  Washington,  California,  and 
said  foreign  country  of  British  Columbia ;  and  that  all  and 
each  of  said  defendants  be  enjoined  and  prohibited  from 
agreeing,  combining,  and  conspiring  and  acting  together  to 
prevent  each  and  any  of  their  association  from  importing, 
dealing,  and  delivering  coal  from  British  Colmnbia,  Wash- 
ington, and  Oregon  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco*  state  of 
California,  and  from  dealing  in  the  trade  and  commerce  of 
the  same  between  said  states  and  said  foreign  country  at 
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such  rates  ns  shall  be  fixed  by  each  of  said  defendants  acting 
independently  and  separately  on  its  own  behalf. 

Two  affidavits  supporting  the  material  allegations  of  the 
bill  were  filed  with  the  bill  on  December  16,  1897.  One  of 
these,  made  by  a  retail  coal  dealer  in  San  Francisco,  who  is 
not  a  member  of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association,  alleged, 
among  other  things,  that,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  con- 
stitution and  by-laws  of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  and 
the  agreement  between  the  wholesale  dealers  and  said  asso- 
ciation prohibited  the  sale  to  him  of  coal  brought  from 
Washington,  Oregon,  and  British  Columbia  except  at  ad- 
vanced prices,  he  had  been  greatly  restrained  and  hindered  in 
his  dealings.  Upon  this  showing,  the  court  issued  an  order 
requiring  the  defendants  to  show  cause,  on  the  first  Monday 
in  January,  1898,  why  an  injunction  should  not  be  issued, 
as  prayed  for  in  the  bill,  pending  the  litigaticm,  and  in  the 
meantime  the  defendants  were  restrained  and  prohibited 
from  charging  or  collecting  from  persons  engaged  in  the 
retail  coal  trade  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco  a  price  in  excess 
of  the  same  charged  and  collected  from  members  of  tiie  Coal 
Dealers'  Association  for  like  purchases,  in  quantity  and 
quality,  of  coal  imported  or  brought  from  British  Columbia, 
and  from  the  states  of  Washington  and  Or^on.  On  Decem- 
ber 18,  1897,  the  defendants  appeared  specially,  and  moved 
to  set  aside  the  preliminary  restraining  order,  upon  the 
grounds  that  the  order  was  made  without  notice  [S59]  to 
the  defendants;  that  no  irreparable  injury  had  been  shown 
to  be  probable  by  reason  of  the  conduct  of  the  defendants  in 
the  particulars  in  which  they  are  sought  to  be  restrained  in 
the  preliminary  restraining  order,  nor  in  any  particular; 
that  the  restraining  order  was  not  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  of  practice  of  this  court  in  such  cases;  that  the  act  of 
July  2,  1890,  commonly  known  as  the  "Anti-Trust  Act," 
does  not  provide  for  any  preliminary  injunction  cft  restrain- 
ing order.  The  hearing  of  this  motion  was  noticed  fOT  De- 
cember 28,  1897,  and  afterwards  continued  to  the  first  Mon- 
day in  January,  1898,  when  it  was  heard  at  the  same  time 
with  the  order  to  show  cause.  The  two  matters  will  now  be 
considenni  together. 
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Section  4  of  tiie  act  of  July  2, 1890,  provides  as  follows: 

••  The  several  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby  invested 
with  jurisdiction  to  prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  this  act;  and  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States, 
in  their  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of  the  attorney  gen< 
eral,  ts  instltuta  procsedinip  In  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain  sach 
violations.  Such  proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  petition  setting  forth 
the  case  and  praying  that  such  violation  shall  be  enjoined  or  otherwise 
pEohlbitad.  When  the  parties  complained  of  shall  have  been  duly  nsti- 
fled  of  such  petition,  the  court  shall  proceed,  as  soon  as  may  be,  to  the 
hearing  and  determination  of  the  case ;  and  pending  such  petition  and 
before  final  decree,  the  court  may  at  any  time  make  such  temporary 
restraining  order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be  deemed  Just  in  the 
premises." 

Under  section  718  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  the  court  or 
judge  is  authorized,  whenever  notice  is  given  of  a  motion  for 
an  injunction,  to  grant  an  order  restraining  the  act  sought 
to  be  enjoined  until  the  decision  upon  the  motion,  where  there 
appears  to  be  danger  of  irreparable  injury  from  delay.  In 
lo  far  as  the  language  of  the  anti-trust  act  differs  from  the 
provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  it  appears  to  have  been  the 
intention  of  congress  to  provide  a  more  direct  and  summary 
proceeding  in  reaching  the  mischief  which  it  was  the  purpose 
of  the  statute  to  remedy  than  had  prevailed  before  under 
the  geaeral  rules  of  equity  practice.  I  am  therefore  clearly 
of  the  opinion  that,  under  section  4  of  the  anti-trust  act,  a 
restraining  ordw  may  be  issued  by  the  court  or  judge  with- 
out notice,  under  the  circumstances  sanctioned  by  the  estab- 
lished usages  of  equity  practice.  That  practice  requires,  as 
a  general  rule,  that  notice  of  an  application  for  a  temporary 
restraining  order,  as  well  as  for  an  injunction,  shall  be  given 
to  the  person  against  whom  it  is  desired;  but  in  very  press- 
ing cases,  where  the  mischief  sought  to  be  prevented  is 
serious,  imminent,  and  irremediable,  the  courts  will  grant  a 
restraining  order  without  notice,  and  they  will  do  so  where 
the  mere  act  of  giving  notice  to  the  defendant  of  the  inten- 
tion to  make  the  application  might  of  itself  be  productive 
of  the  mischief  apprehended,  by  inducing  him  to  accelerate 
the  act  in  order  that  it  might  be  completed  before  the  time 
for  making  the  application  has  arrived.  Fost  Fed*  Prac 
§  231.  In  the  present  case  there  is  no  allegation  in  the  bill 
that  the  retail  coal  dealers  or  coal  consumers  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, for  whose  benefit  it  may  be  assumed  the  action  is 
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brought,  will  suffer  irreparable  injury  by  delay ;  but  the  anti- 
trust act  does  not,  in  terms,  require  such  a  showing  to  jus- 
tify the  court  in  issuing  a  restraining  order,  and  it  may  well 
be  doubted  whether  such  a  showing  would  be  [260]  required 
even  under  the  general  rules  of  equity  practice  in  a  case  in- 
volving a  question  of  monopoly  and  restraint  of  trade.  Bar- 
thet  V.  City  of  New  Orleans^  24  Fed,  663;  U.  S.  v.  Addyston 
Pipe  <&  Steel  Co.^  78  Fed.  712,  716.  It  will  not  be  necessary, 
however,  to  pass  definitely  upon  this  question  in  this  case, 
since  it  is  my  purpose  to  consider  and  determine,  without 
further  delay,  the  questions  presented  upon  the  order  to  show 
cause  why  an  injunction  should  not  issue  pending  the  litiga- 
tion. But,  before  proceeding  to  that  feature  of  the  case, 
there  is  a  further  objection  to  be  noticed. 

It  is  contended  that,  as  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  is 
an  unincorporated  company,  it  cannot  be  brought  into  court 
by  making  it  a  party  defendant  by  that  name.  In  equity, 
the  action  must  be  against  the  individuals  comprising  such 
an  association;  but  there  is  this  exception:  Where  the 
parties  are  niunerous,  some  of  them  may  be  brought  in  as 
representing  the  whole  association.  The  title  of  this  case 
is  against "  The  Coal  Dealers'  Association  of  California,  and 
All  the  Members  of  Said  Association,"  and  also  against  17 
individuals,  who  are  designated  as  "Members  and  Officers 
of  said  Association."  The  return  of  the  marshal  shows  that 
all  these  individuals  have  been  served ;  that  the  president  of 
the  association  has  been  served  as  an  individual,  and  as 
president  of  the  association;  and  he  has  appeared  in  the 
capacity  of  president  in  the  affidavit  filed  by  him,  as  has 
also  the  secretary  of  the  association.  This,  I  think,  is  suf- 
ficient, under  the  rule  requiring  sufficient  parties,  to  represent 
all  the  adverse  interests  in  the  suit. 

In  response  to  the  order  to  show  cause,  affidavits  have  been 
interposed  by  the  defendants  for  the  purpose  of  disproving 
the  equity  upon  which  the  motion  is  founded;  also  a  de- 
murrer to  the  bill  and  parol  exceptions  to  its  legal  sufficiency. 
The  affidavits  tend  to  show  that  the  statement  in  the  bill, 
that  800,000  tons  of  coal  are  used  annually  as  fuel  for  domes- 
tic purposes  by  the  inhabitants  of  San  Francisco,  is  not  true; 
that  the  number  of  ton^  so  used  does  not  probably  exceed 
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400,000  tons,  and  the  amount  imported  and  brought  into  San 
Francisco  annually  from  British  Colimibia,  Washington, 
and  Oregon,  and  used  for  domestic  purposes,  is  not  in  excess 
of  800,000  tons;  that  the  defendants  named  in  the  bill  as 
wholesale  dealers  and  importers  of  coal  are  not  all  the  whole- 
sale dealers  who  handle,  buy,  and  import,  and  sell  coal  used 
in  San  Francisco  for  domestic  purposes;  that  the  Black 
Diamond  Coal  Company  is  a  corporation  which  handles, 
brings,  and  imports  and  sells  coal  used  as  fuel  for  domestic 
purposes,  and  that  this  corporation  is  not  associated  with 
any  of  the  defendants,  nor  a  party  to  the  agreement  with 
the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  of  California;  that  the  price 
and  cost  of  mining  and  transporting  coal  from  British 
Columbia,  Washington,  and  Oregon  have  not  been  materially 
cheapened  within  the  past  few  years,  but  have  lately  been 
increased,  owing  to  the  mine  owners'  inability  to  procure  a 
sufficient  niunber  of  miners  since  the  exodus  to  the  Alaska 
gold  fields,  and  also  by  reason  of  the  high  rate  for  transport- 
ing coal  from  the  above-mentioned  places,  due  to  the  great 
demand  for  vessels  in  Alaska  trade;  that  before  the  organi- 
zation of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association,  and  before  the  agree- 
ment mentioned  [2G1]  in  the  bill,  the  prices  of  all  coals 
sold  in  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  except  British 
Columbia  coal,  used  as  fuel  for  domestic  purposes,  were 
largely  in  excess  of  the  prices  now  charged;  that  in  May, 
1896,  one  month  previous  to  the  organization  of  the  C<^ 
Dealers'  Association,  British  Columbia  coals  were  $9.50  and 
$10  per  ton,  Washington  coals  were  $8  per  ton,  Oregon  coals 
$7.50  per  ton;  and  a  few  months  after  said  organization 
Washington  coals  were  reduced  to  $7.50  per  ton,  and  fluctu- 
ated from  that  price  to  $8,  $7,  and  $7.50,  which  is  the  highest 
price;  Oregon  coals  were  reduced  to  $7  per  ton,  then  $6.50 
and  $6.25,  and  now  is  $6.55;  British  Columbia  coals  have 
not  changed  in  price,  notwithstanding  the  duty  on  coal  has 
been  increased  40  cents  to  67  cents  per  ton ;  that,  prior  to  the 
organization  of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association,  there  were 
many  persons  engaged  in  the  retail  coal  trade  in  the  city  of 
San  Francisco  who  practiced  dishonest  methods,  in  giving 
short  weights,  substituting  lower  grades  of  coal  for  better 
grades,  and  in  omitting  to  pay  the  amounts  due  from  them 
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to  the  wholesale  dealers,  to  the  injury  of  the  wholesale  deal- 
ers as  well  as  to  the  retail  trade.  It  is  alleged  that,  in  order 
to  discourage  these  erils,  the  Coal  Deala*s'  Association  was 
formed  and  the  agreements  entered  into  between  the  associa- 
tion  and  tiie  wholesale  deakrs,  and  it  was  in  consideration  of 
this  partial  security  that  the  wholesale  dealers  agreed  to  sell 
to  members  of  the  association  at  a  price  less  than  that  charged 
to  nonmembers;  that  the  agreement  was  entered  into  only 
for  the  purpose  of  dealing  with  and  affecting  coal  in  the  state 
of  California  and  dty  imd  county  of  San  Francisco,  and  not 
for  the  purpose  of  monopolizing,  conspiring,  or  attempting 
to  monopoliae  or  restrain  the  coal  trade  and  commerce  be- 
tween British  Columbia,  Wa^ington,  Oregon,  and  Cali- 
fornia. It  is  further  alleged  that  no  sale  of  coal  imported 
from  any  oth«r  state  or  territory  is  made  to  any  member 
of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Associaticm  until  after  the  same  has 
been  imp<H*ted  and  delivered  to  the  wholesale  dealers,  and 
bulk  broken.  The  affidavits  contain  other  allegations  in 
relation  to  the  coal  business,  which  it  will  not  be  necessary 
to  notice,  in  the  view  I  take  of  the  matters  proper  to  be  con- 
sidered on  this  motion. 

The  title  of  the  anti*trust  act  indicates  the  comprehensive 
scope  and  purpose  of  the  statute.  It  is  ^An  act  to  protect 
trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monop- 
olies." It  is  not  limited  to  contracts  and  agreements  that 
were  unlawful  at  common  law,  nor  to  restraints  and  monopo- 
lies in  violation  of  state  statutes. 

In  V.  S.  V.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass\  166  U.  S.  290- 
8SS7,  17  Sup.  Ct,  640,  the  supreme  court,  referring  to  this 
titto,  said: 

"The  title  refers  to.  and  Includes,  and  was  Intended  to  fnclnde, 
tbose  rtstraints  and  monopoHes  which  are  made  unlawful  is  the 
body  of  the  statute.  It  is  to  the  statute  Itself  that  resort  most  be  bad 
to  learn  the  meaning:  thereof,  though  a  resort  to  the  title  here  creates 
no  doubt  about  the  meaning  of  and  does  not  alter  the  plain  lanfuage 
contained  in  the  text" 

The  first  and  second  sections  of  the  act  are  as  follows: 

**  Section  1.  Every  contract,  combination  In  the  form  of  trust  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states,  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegaL 
I^rery  person  who  shall  make  any  such  contra<^  or  engage  in  any 
such  combination  or  conspiracy,  shall  be  [26S]  deemed  guilty  of  a 
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misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction  thereof,  sball  be  punished  by  fine  not 
exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding 
one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  tbe  diBcreOon  of  tbe  court 

"  Sea  2.  Every  person  who  sball  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize, or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons,  to  mo- 
nopolise any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states, 
or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and, 
on  conviction,  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five 
thousand  dollars,  or  by  Imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by 
both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  tbe  coort" 

In  the  Freight  Ass'n  Case,  supra,  it  was  contended  that 
this  statute,  in  declaring  illegal  every  combination  in  the 
form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
or  commerce,  did  not  mean  what  its  language  imports,. but 
that  it  only  meant  to  declare  illegal  any  such  contract  which 
is  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade,  while  leaving  aU  others 
unaffected  by  the  provisions  of  the  act.  The  court  discusses 
this  question,  and  arrives  at  the  conclusion  that: 

"  When,  therefore,  the  body  of  an  act  pronounces  as  illegal  every 
contract  or  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states,  etc.,  the  plain  and  ordinary  meaning  of  such  language  is 
not  limited  to  that  kind  of  contract  alone  which  is  in  unreasonable 
restraint  of  trade,  but  all  contracts  are  included  in  rach  language,  aad 
no  exception  or  limitation  can  be  added  without  placing  in  the  act  that 
which  has  been  omitted  by  congress." 

It  is  therefore  no  defense  of  a  contract  or  combination, 
alleged  to  be  in  violation  of  the  act,  to  say  that,  in  view  of  all 
the  circumstances  and  conditions,  the  contract  or  combina- 
tion imposes  only  a  fair  and  reasonable  restraint  upon  trade 
and  commerce.  The  question  is,  does  it  impose  any  restraint 
whatever?  If  it  does,  no  matter  how  little  or  reasonable  it 
may  be,  it  is  within  the  prohibition.  Tliis  interpretation  is 
in  harmony  with  the  other  provisions  of  the  statute,  which 
make  it  unlawful  to  monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize, 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states 
or  with  foreign  nations.  The  contract  under  consideration  in 
the  Freight  Ass'n  Case  related  to  traffic  rates  for  the  trans- 
portation of  persons  and  property  by  competing  conmion  car- 
riers by  railroad;  but  the  doctrine  of  the  case  applies  as  well 
to  articles  of  commerce — ^the  subject  of  transportation — as 
it  does  to  the  business  of  transportation  itself;  and  the  dear 
and  positive  purpose  of  the  statute  must  be  imderstood  to  be 
that  trade  and  commerce  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  fed- 
eral government  shall  be  absolutely  free,  and  no  contract  or 
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combination  will  be  tolerated  that  impedes  or  restricts  their 
natural  flow  and  volume. 

Under  the  law  as  thus  interpreted,  two  questions  arise  upon 
the  facts  in  the  present  case.  First  Do  the  constitution  and 
by-laws  of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  and  the  agreement 
of  the  association  with  the  importers  and  wholesale  dealers 
operate  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce,  or  monopolize 
any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  of  San  francisco?  And. 
if  so,  second,  does  this  restraint  or  monopoly  extend  to  any 
part  of  the  trade  and  commerce  carried  on  between  this  state 
and  Oregon,  Washington,  or  British  Coliunbia? 

There  is  no  diflficulty  in  arriving  at  a  conclusion  with  re- 
spect to  the  first  question.  The  constitution  of  the  Coal 
Dealers'  Association  provides,  among  other  things,  that  its 
object  is  to  furnish  information  [268]  to  its  members  as  to . 
sales  of  coal  made  by  wholesale  dealers  to  the  retail  dealers, 
and  by  retail  dealers  to  consumers,  and  also  the  names  of  any 
dealers  who  have  been  guilty  of  violating  any  of  the  rates  or 
rules  made  from  time  to  time  by  the  organization.  A  retail 
dealer  is  defined  as  any  person  who  engages  in  the  sale  of 
coal  as  regular  business,  buying  to  sell  again,  who  shall  own 
and  operate  a  yard,  keeping  an  office,  and  displaying  a  sign. 
All  miners  and  shippers  shall  be  eligible  to  membership  in 
the  association,  provided  such  miner  and  shipper  shall  not 
make  a  practice  of  selling  coal  at  retail  at  less  prices  than 
the  retail  dealers.  The  admittance  fee  for  membership  is 
$500,  but  the  association  assumes  the  jurisdiction  over  dealers 
who  are  not  members,  and  imposes  fines  upon  those  found 
guilty  of  selling  coal  in  violation  of  card  rates  or  rules.  The 
fine  is  not  to  be  less  than  $10  nor  more  than  $100  for  the  first 
offense,  and  not  less  than  $25  nor  more  than  $200  for  the 
second  offense ;  and,  if  the  nonmember  shall  neglect  or  refuse 
to  pay  any  fine  within  the  time  limit  fixed  by  the  grievance 
committee,  the  secretary,  at  the  expiration  of  the  time,  shall 
notify  the  wholesale  coal  dealers  to  charge  the  person  so  de- 
faulting consumers'  prices  for  coal,  and  the  wholesale  deal- 
ers agree  to  comply  with  the  notice.  The  board  of  directors 
of  the  association  may  employ  detectives  to  purchase  coal  at 
retail  through  any  citizen.  The  purpose  of  this  provision 
appears  to  be  to  discover  those  dealers  who  sell  coal  at  other 
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than  card  rates.  A  grievance  comnjitte<»  is  provided  to  as- 
semble whenever  requested  to  do  so  by  the  secretaiy,  to  re- 
ceive and  investigate  all  charges  of  violation  of  card  rules  or 
rates  preferred  against  any  coal  dealer  or  ngcnt  in  the  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco.  Et  will  be  observed  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  committee  is  not  limited  to  the  investi- 
gation of  charges  against  members  of  the  association,  but 
includes  all  dealers.  Dealers  in  advertising  coal  are  not  per- 
mitted to  state  prices  without  adding  the  name  of  the  coal  to 
be  had  for  the  prices  named.  Both  names  and  prices  to  cor- 
respond exactly  with  those  on  the  rate  card.  Any  circulars, 
posters,  dodgers,  cards,  or  signs  conflicting  with  the  card 
rates  or  rules  displayed,  found  on  the  streets,  or  circulated 
in  any  manner  whatsoever,  subjects  the  dealer  or  agent  who 
caused  their  distribution  to  the  penalties  for  selling  coal  in 
violation  of  card  rates  or  rules.  No  dealer  in  coal  is  permit- 
ted to  give  more  or  less  than  certain  weights  in  selling  coal 
in  specified  quantities  from  sacks  to  tons.  A  charge  is  fixed 
for  handling  coal  at  customer's  place,  and  no  premiums  or 
presents  are  allowed  to  be  offered  as  inducements  for  pur- 
chasers to  buy  coal.  The  agreement  with  the  wholesale  deal- 
ers is  made  part  of  the  by-laws  of  the  association.  The 
wholesale  dealers  agree  not  to  sell  at  trade  rates  to  any  one 
not  having  an  established  yard,  and  not  to  sell  coal  at  less 
than  card  rates  to  consumers,  except  in  such  cases  as  may  be 
provided  for  by  agreement  among  the  wholesale  dealers 
themselves.  They  agree  to  charge  two  dolloars  per  ton  addi- 
tional over  current  trade  rates  to  retail  dealers  who  are  not 
members  of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association,  and  consumers' 
rates  to  dealers  who  violate  any  of  the  rules  of  the  associa- 
tion. A  schedule  of  rates  is  adopted  for  the  different  quali- 
ties and  classes  of  coal  sold  in  San  Francisco. 

[264]  It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  the 
Coil  Dealers'  Association  is  a  beneficial  organization;  that 
it  protects  the  coal  consumers  from  the  dishonest  methods 
of  some  of  the  coal  dealers  in  giving  short  weights  and  in 
substituting  lower  grades  of  coal  for  better  grades ;  and  that 
it  also  protects  the  wholesale  dealers  in  enabling  them  to  col- 
lect their  bills  from  the  retail  dealers.  All  this  may  be 
true,  but  it  is  clear  that  the  i>ower  of  the  association  extends 
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much  further,  and  that  it  has  another  purpose.  It  establisiies 
arbitrary  rates  for  coal,  from  whidi  the  dealer  is  not  per- 
mitted to  deviate  in  any  particular.  It  stifles  all  compe- 
tition between  retail  dealers,  restriots  trade  within  prescribed 
limits,  and  establishes  a  monopoly  of  the  most  odious  char- 
acter in  an  article  of  daily  consumption  and  prime  necessity. 
In  Nester  v.  Brewing  Co.^  161  Pa.  St.  473,  29  AtL  102,  the 
supreme  court  afiirmed  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  oomnum 
pleas  of  Philadelphia,  holding  that  a  comhinatioin  among  a 
number  of  brewers  of  that  city  to  control  the  priee  of  beer 
within  the  city  was  illegal,  being  in  restraint  of  trade.  The 
agreement  under  which  that  combination  was  formed  is  of 
the  same  character  as  the  one  now  under  consideration,  and 
this  is  what  the  trial  court  had  to  say  about  it: 

*' Where  a  price  is  fixed  arbitrarily  for  which  a  mannfactored 
article  may  be  sold,  it  necessarily  limits  the  production  of  that  article 
to  the  amount  that  can  be  sold  for  that  price.  An  increased  price  put 
npon  an  article  restricts  its  sale,  and  the  restricted  sale  necessarily 
reduces  the  production.  It  is  no  answ^  to  soy :  '  We  do  not  restrict 
your  production.  You  may  produce  any  amount  you  like.  We  only 
restrain  your  sale  of  It'  Is  this  not  practically  a  limit  to  produc- 
tion? Where  a  pool  or  ccHnbination  reseryes  the  right  to  regulate 
prices,  they  can,  by  the  manipulation  of  prices,  drive  their  competi- 
tors out  of  business,  create  a  monopoly,  and  enhance  at  th^r  pleasure 
the  prices  to  consumers.** 

This  is  precisely  the  attitude  of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Associa- 
tion, and  it  is  no  answer  to  the  charge  of  arbitrary  power, 
which  it  can  and  does  exercise  under  its  organization,  that 
it  has  not  increased  the  price  of  coal  in  San  Francisco,  or 
wholly  monopolized  the  source  of  supply.  The  terms  of  the 
organisation  and  the  agreement  between  the  association  and 
the  wholesale  dealers  clearly  constitute  a  restraint  of  trade, 
which  is  injurious  to  the  public  interests,  against  puUic 
policy,  and  therefore  unlawful.  Amot  v.  Coai  Co.^  68  N.  Y. 
658;  Salt  Co.  v.  Guthrie,  86  Ohio  St  666;  Oarbon  Co.  ▼. 
McMiUin,  119  N.  Y.  46,  23  N.  E.  680;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co. 
V.  Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St.  173;  Craft  v.  MeCofioughy, 
7«  HI.  846;  Lumber  Co.  v.  Hayes,  76  Cal.  887,  18  Pac.  8»1; 
DiatiUing  dk  Cattle  Feeding  Co.  v.  People  (HI.  Sup.)  41 
N.  E.  188 ;  Harrow  Co.  v.  Bench,  83  Fed.  86. 

The  next  question  is  as  to  whether  this  restraint  or  mo- 
nopoly extends  to  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several 
states  or  with  foreign  nations.    In  other  words,  do  the  faots 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


UNITED  STATES  V.  GOAL  DEALEBs'  ASSN.  767 

Opinion  of  tbe  Oonrt 

in  the  ease  bring  it  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  national 
gOTemment,  under  the  provisions  of  the  anti-trust  act!  The 
retail  prices  for  coal  at  San  Francisco  established  by  the 
Coal  Dealers'  Association,  and  agreed  to  by  the  wholesale 
dealers,  are  for  different  quantities  of  the  following  named 
coals,  used  as  fuel  for  domestic  purposes,  namely :  Welling- 
ton (Dunsmuir),  Wellington  (Southfield),  Boslyn,  Seattle, 
Bryant,  and  Coos  Bay.  The  Wellington  coal  is  imported 
from  British  Co-  [S65]  lumbia;  the  Roslyn,  Seattle,  and 
Bryant,  from  Washington;  and  the  Coos  Bay,  from  Oregon. 
No  card  rate  appears  to  have  been  fixed  for  coal  produced 
in  this  state,  probably  because  this  quality  of  coal  is  not 
generally  used  for  domestic  purposes.  We  start,  then,  with 
the  fact  that  the  article  which  is  the  subject  of  the  contro- 
versy is  the  product  of  other  states  and  a  foreign  country, 
and  is  brought  from  such  other  states,  and  imported  from  the 
foreign  country,  by  dealers  and  importers  engaged  in  that 
business,  and  that  these  dealers  and  importers  have  entered 
into  an  agreement  and  combination  with  the  Coal  Dealers' 
Association  whereby  the  business  in  dealing  in  this  article 
is  regulated  and  its  retail  prices  in  San  Francisco  fixed  arbi- 
trarily. The  statement  of  these  facts  seems  to  be  suflScient 
to  determine  the  question ;  but  it  is  contended  very  earnestly, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  case  presented  by 
the  bill  is  not  within  the  law,  and  that  the  line  dividing 
local  from  federal  authority  excludes  it  from  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  court 

What,  then,  is  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states 
and  with  foreign*  nations  f  ^'  Trade,"  in  a  business  sense,  has 
been  defined  as  "  the  exchange  of  commodities  for  other  com- 
modities or  for  money;  the  business  of  buying  and  selling; 
dealing  by  way  of  sale  or  exchange.'*  The  word  "Com- 
merce," as  used  in  the  statute  and  under  the  terms  of  the  con- 
stitution, has,  however,  a  broader  meaning  than  the  word 
^  trade."  Commerce  among  the  states  consists  of  intercourse 
and  traffic  between  their  citizens,  and  includes  the  transporta- 
tion of  persons  and  property,  and  the  navigation  of  public 
waters  for  that  purpose,  as  well  as  the  purchase,  sale,  and 
exchange  of  commodities.  County  of  Mobile  v.  KimbaUj  lOS 
U.  S.  702;  Gloucester  Ferry  Co.  v.  Pefmsylvania^  114  U,  S. 
10e70*»-fl.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 49 
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IM,  6  Sup.  Ct.  826.  Oomineroe  among  the  states  can- 
not stop  at  the  external  boundary  line  of  each  state,  but  may 
be  introduced  into  the  interior.  Gihhoru  y.  Offden^  9  Wheat 
1,194. 

In  LeUy  r.  Hardin^  185  U.  S.  100, 10  Sup.  Ct  681,  the  su- 
preme court  held  that  a  state  statute,  prdiibiting  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors,  except  for.  certain  purposes  and  under 
license  from  a  county  court,  was  unoonstitutional  and  void 
when  applied  to  a  sale  by  an  importer  of  liquors  brought 
from  another  state  in  the  original  packages,  because  tbe  op- 
eration of  the  law  was  repugnant  to  tiie  power  of  congress  to 
regulate  commerce  among  the  several  states.  The  court,  in 
passing  upon  the  question,  said : 

"  The  power  rested  in  congress  '  to  regulate  commerce  with  fbrelgn 
nations  and  among  the  aereral  states  aad  with  the  Indian  tribes'  Is 
the  power  to  prescribe  the  rule  by  which  that  commerce  is  to  be  gov- 
erned, and  Is  a  power  complete  in  itself,  acl^nowledglng  no  limitations 
other  than  those  preserttwd  in  the  constltatioo.  It  Is  coextensive 
with  the  subject  on  which  it  acts,  and  cannot  be  stopped  at  the  exter- 
nal boundary  of  a  state,  but  must  enter  its  Interior,  and  must  be  capa- 
ble oi  authorizing  the  disposition  of  those  articles  which  It  intro- 
duces, so  that  they  may  become  mingled  with  the  common  mass  of 
property  within  tbe  territory  entered." 

Again,  to  make  this  limitation  on  state  authority  over  in- 
terstate conmierce  more  clear,  the  court  said : 

**  It  is  only  after  the  importation  is  completed,  and  the  properly  im- 
ported has  mingled  with  and  become  a  part  of  the  general  property  of 
the  state,  that  its  [S661  regulations  can  act  upon  it,  except  so  far  as 
may  be  aeeessary  to  insure  safety  in  the  dieposition  of  the  iniKNEt 
until  thus  mingl^." 

If  a  law  of  a  state,  regulating  the  sale  of  intoxic«;ting 
liquors,  so  as  to  prohibit  their  sale  except  for  certain  purposes 
and  under  license  frcHn  a  county  court,  is  unconstitutional 
and  Toid  wh^x  applied  to  a  sale  by  an  importer  of  liquors 
brought  from  another  state  in  the  original  packages,  because 
the  law  in  that  relation  is  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce 
^  among  the  several  states,"  what  shall  be  said  of  the  consti- 
tution and  by-laws  of  the  Coal  Dealers'  Association,  and  the 
agreement  of  that  association  with  the  wholesale  dealers  rer 
specting  the  sale  of  impc^rted  coal  in  San  Francisco  under 
the  anti-trust  act?  If  one  is  in  restraint  of  oommeroe,  is 
not  the  other?  The  claim  that  the  coal  is  not  sold  until  im- 
ported, delivered,  and  bulk  broken  is  not  sufficients     The 
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principle  of  the  original  package  dow  not  appfy  to  the  sale  of 
ooal.  It  must  be  manifest  that  the  arhitimi^  rules  under  wliidi 
the  ecMnbination  of  wholesale  and  retail  dealers  oonduct  their 
bttaiaess  affects  the  sale  aad  di^eaition  of  coal  inunediatdy 
upon  its  arrival  at  San  Francisco,  and  that,  as  an  article  of 
comsneree,  its  freedom  is  restrained  and  han^jersd  at  tin 
point  of  delivery  into  the  state,  and  before  it  has  beeenie  die- 
tribitted  by  sale,  and  mingled  in  the  common  mass  of  prop- 
erty in  the  state.  But  the  agreemeBit  of  the  impoftcra  aad 
whc^esale  dealers,  whidi  alone  gives  life  and  loree  to  the  eoaa- 
bination,  is  directed  specifically  to  the  maintenanee  of  card 
rates  for  certain  imported  coals  by  naine;  and  k  la  tins 
agreement,  and  what  may  be  accomplished  under  it  by  tiw 
combination,  that  is  to  be  oonsidefed,  and  not  what  the  par- 
ties to  it  may  be  doing  at  any  particular  tkoA. 

In  Rohbim  r.  Taxing  Dist.,  120  U.  &  48»,  7  Sup.  Ct  M2, 
it  was  held  by  the  supreme  court  that  a  law  of  Tennessee,  ve^ 
quiring  that  all  drummers  and  all  persons  net  having  a  regn- 
lar  licensed  bouse  of  business  in  ite  taxing  district  of  Shdby 
county,  offering  for  sale  or  selling  goods,  wares,  or  merchan- 
dise therein  by  sample,  sfaotdd  pay  to  tiie  county  trustee  the 
sum  of  $10  per  week,  or  $25  per  month,  for  such  privilege, 
was,  so  far  as  it  applied  to  persons  sdicitiDg  the  sale  of  goods 
on  bdialf  of  individuals  or  firms  doing  business  in  another 
state,  a  regulation  of  commerce  among  the  iv^eral  states. 
This  case  also  arose  before  the  passage  of  the  anti*trast  aet, 
and  was  considered  as  coming  within  the  established  doctrine 
that  congress  had  the  exclusive  power  to  regulate  oommerce 
under  the  constitution  of  the  United  States.  Now,  if  this 
doctrine  is  applied  to  the  facts  of  the  present  ease,  bow  can 
it  be  said  that  the  rules  and  regulations  imposed  by  ihm  Coal 
Dealers'  Association  upon  retail  coal  dealers  of  San  Fran- 
dsco,  selling  imported  coal,  is  less  an  obstruction  to  com- 
merce tlum  the  law  of  Tennessee,  imposing  a  license  tax  upon 
drummers  soliciting  the  sale  of  goods  from  anc^er  statof 
Manifestly,  a  court  could  not  consistently  condemn  dw  latter, 
and  excuse  the  first.  Suppose  the  state  of  Oalifomia  were 
to  provide,  by  statute,  a  fixed  price  for  the  sale,  at  retail  in 
San  Francdsco,  of  Wellington,  Rodyn,  Seattle,  Bryant,  and 
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Coos  Bay  ooal,  and  require  that  all  retail  dealers  in  such 
coals  should  pay  a  license  to  the  state  of  $500  for  the  privilege 
of  dealing  in  such  coals  at  the  established  rates,  and,  to 
secure  the  [267]  enforcement  of  such  a  law,  should  impose 
penalties  on  dealers  who  did  not  comply  widi  the  statute. 
Would  there  be  any  question  as  to  the  validity  of  such  a  stat- 
ute? Would  it  not  be  so  plainly  in  violation  of  the  consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States  that  no  court  would 
hesitate  for  a  moment  to  declare  it  void?  With  what  com- 
placency, then,  should  the  court  view  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment of  die  wholesale  dealers  with  the  Coal  Dealers'  Asso- 
ciation, and  the  regulations,  fees,  dues,  assessments,  fines, 
and  penalties  provided  by  the  latter  association  ior  the  pur- 
pose of  controlling  all  coal  dealers  engaged  in  dealing  in 
these  imported  coals? 

In  the  Sugar  Trust  Coae^  156  U.  S.  15  Sup.  Ct  249,  it 
was  held,  substantially,  that  contracts  relating  to  c(»nmodi- 
ties,  to  come  within  the  range  of  federal  jurisdiction,  must 
be  subsequent  to  production,  but  it  was  also  said  that  con- 
tracts to  buy,  sell,  or  exchange  goods  to  be  transported 
among  the  several  states  form  part  of  interstate  trade  or  com- 
merce. A  case  entirely  in  point  is  that  of  TJ.  S,  v.  JeUico 
Mountain  Goal  <&  Coke  Co.^  46  Fed.  482,  brought  under  Ae 
anti-trust  act,  in  1891,  against  the  members  of  the  Nashville 
Coal  Exchange.  The  purpose  of  the  agreement  in  that  case 
was  to  establish  the  price  of  coal  at  Nashville,  and  to  change 
the  same  from  time  to  time.  Members  found  guilty  of  sell- 
ing coal  at  a  less  price  than  the  price  fixed  by  the  exchange, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  were  fined  2  cents  per  bushel 
and  $10  for  the  first  offense,  and  4  cents  per  bushel  and  $20 
for  the  second  offense.  Owners  or  operators  of  mines  were 
not  to  sell  or  ship  coal  to  any  person,  firm,  or  corporation 
in  Nashville  who  were  not  members  of  the  exchange,  and 
dealers  were  not  to  buy  coal  from  any  one  not  a  m^nber  of 
the  exchange.  It  appeared  that  several  mining  companies 
in  Kentucky  engaged  in  raising  coal  and  most  of  the  coal 
dealers  of  Nashville  had  entered  into  this  agreement  The 
court  held  the  agreement  was  in  restraint  of  trade  and  com- 
merce, and  that  the  defendants,  by  the  organizaticm  of  the 
Nashville  Coal  Exchange,  and  in  their  operations  under  it, 
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had  violated  the  law;  and  they  were  accordingly  enjoined 
from  further  violations  of  the  law.  In  U.  S.  v.  Hopkins^ 
82  Fed.  529,  the  Kansas  City  Live-Stock  Exchange,  a  vol- 
untary unincorporated  association,  adopted  articles  of  associ- 
ation and  rules  and  by-laws  whereby  they  agreed  that  they 
would  faithfully  observe  and  be  bound  by  the  same.  Among 
the  rules  for  the  government  of  the  exchange  were  fixed  rates 
of  commissions  for  the  transaction  of  business,  and  limita- 
tions and  prohibitions  upon  its  members  in  dealing  with 
nonmembers  and  with  persons  violating  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  exchange;  these  rules  and  regulations  being 
enforced  by  means  of  fines,  penalties,  and  assessments.  Sub- 
stantially all  of  the  business  transacted  in  the  matter  of  re- 
ceiving, buying,  selling,  and  handling  live  stock  at  Kansas 
City  stockyards  was  carried  on  by  the  members  of  the  ex- 
change as  commission  merchants.  A  large  proportion  of  this 
live  stock  was  shipped  from  the  states  of  Kansas,  Nebraska, 
Colorado,  Texas,  Missouri,  Iowa,  and  Arkansas,  and  the  ter- 
ritories of  Oklahoma,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico,  and  was 
sold  by  the  members  of  the  exchange  to  the  packing  houses 
in  Kansas  City.  It  was  held  that  the  association  [268]  was 
an  illegal  combination  to  restrict,  monopolize,  and  control 
trade  and  commerce. 

It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to  multiply  authorities  deal- 
mg  with  this  question.  They  are  numerous,  and  they  all 
clearly  establish  the  doctrine  that  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral states  and  with  foreign  nations  must  be  absolutely  free 
and  untrammeled,  except  as  it  may  be  regulated  by  con- 
gress; that  no  state  law,  with  certain  exceptions  not  neces- 
sary to  be  here  stated,  will  be  allowed  to  interfere  with  it, 
and  no  contract  or  agreement  on  the  part  of  individuals,  as- 
sociations, or  corporations  will  be  permitted,  directly  or  in- 
directly, to  hinder  or  restrain  its  natural  current  or  volume. 
In  the  light  of  the  authorities  and  the  principles  they  estab- 
lish, it  appears  to  me  that  the  constitution  and  by-laws  of 
the  Coal  Dealers'  Association  and  the  agreement  of  the  whole- 
sale dealers  with  that  association  come  within  the  prohibi- 
tions of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  and  they  are  therefore  un- 
lawful. A  temporary  injunction  will  be  prepared  in  accord- 
ance with  this  opinion. 
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[8711    UNITED   STATES   v.   ADDYSTON   PIPE   t 
STEEL  CO.  ET  AL.* 

(Olrcnit  Ck>Qrt  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Circait    February  8,  IfiOS.) 

[85  IM.,  an.] 

MOROPOLmi— <!bNTBA0T8    IR    RXSTBAIirr    OF    TSAI»— 00MBINATI0N8. — 

CoutTQctB  that  were  In  vmreasonahle  restraint  of  tevde  at  eomraon 
law  wen  not  nnlawftil  In  tlM  aeBse  of  bstes  crinlMil,  or  as  ghrhig 
riee  to  aa  actlMi  far  damafes  to  one  ptejadiclally  affected  theaeby, 
but  wtra  sin^ply  void,  and  not  enforceable.  The  effect  of  the  antl- 
trost  law  of  1890  \b  to  render  such  [278]  contracts,  as  applied  to 
interstate  commerce,  unlawful  In  an  affirmative  or  positive  sense, 
and  puulshabie  as  a  nriftdemeanor,  and  also  to  create  a  right  of  dTll 
action  fer  damagea  la  fkTor  of  persona  injured  thereby,  and  a 
soaedy  by  injonctlan  la  favor  both  of  private  persons  and  the  pnbUc 
against  the  execution  of  anch  cootracta  and  the  mainteaanoe  of 
weh  trade  restraints.^ 

Sahb — ^RxsTaAiiTTS  Lawful  at  Common  Law. — No  contractual  re- 
straint of  trade  ts  ^iforceable  at  common  law  unless  the  covenant 
embodying  it  Is  merely  ancillary  to  some  lawful  contract  (tnvelTtag 
some  anch  relations  as  vendor  and  vendee,  partnenhip,  emplojer  and 
eav^oy^),  and  neoossary  to  protect  the  covenantee  in  the  enjeymeat 
of  the  legitimate  fruits  of  the  contract,  or  to  protect  him  from  the 
dangers  of  an  unjust  use  of  those  fruits  by  the  other  party.  The 
main  purpose  of  the  contract  suggests  the  measure  of  protection 
needed,  and  furnishes  a  sufficiently  uniform  standard  for  determin- 
ing ttie  Teasenableness  and  validity  of  the  restraints.  Bat  wlieie  the 
sole  object  of  both  parties  In  maldng  the  oontract  la  merely  to  re- 
train oompetition,  and  enhanoa  and  maintain  pricea,  the  contract 
la  void. 

Samb — ^" Aitti-Tbust  "  Law. — A  number  of  companies  manufacturing 
iron  pipe  in  different  states  formed  a  combination  whereby  the 
territory  In  which  they  operated  (comprising  a  karge  part  of  Qa 
UaRed  Statea)  waa  divided  into  ""reserved"  ottlcs  and  ""pay" 
tmrltoiy.  The  reserved  cities  were  allotted  to  partkailar  mwnbers 
of  the  combination,  free  of  competition  from  the  others,  though  pro- 
vision was  made  for  pretended  bids  by  the  latter  at  prices  previously 
arranged.    In  the  pay  territory  all  offera  to  purchase  pipe  "wen 

•  BlU  asldng  for  a  prellmiaary  Injunction  was  dismissed  by  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Tennessee  (78  Fed.,  712).  See 
p.  631.  Decree  reversed  and  defendants  perpetually  enjoined  by  the 
Circuit  CJourt  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Circuit  (86  Ffed.,  271),  which  latter 
decree  was  modtfled  and  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (176  U.  8., 
m).    See  p.  1(K)9. 

»  Syllabus  and  statement  copyrighted,  1888»  by  Weat  PutaHahing  Ca 
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submitted  to  a  commtttee,  which  determined  the  prioe^  and  then 
awarded  the  oontract  to  that  member  of  the  combination  wUeh 
agreed  to  pay  the  largest  " bonus"  to  be  divided  among  the  ottwis. 
Held,  that  this  was  an  unlawful  combination,  both  at  common  law 
and  under  the  aet  of  1890,  against  trusts  and  manopoliea.  78  Fed. 
712;  reversed. 

SAii»--CoitTBMrra  in  RfiunmAiN^  ^  IimcssTAiv  CoiiMKaoBi-^Omtraets 
which  operate  as  a  restraint  ftpon  the  soliciting  of  ottlers  fof,  and 
the  sale  of,  goods  in  one  state,  to  be  delivered  from  another,  are 
contracts  in  restralat  of  interstate  conraierce,  within  the  meoutag  of 
the  act  of  July  2,  1690.  V.  8.  t.  B.  C.  Kn^t  Co.,  1ft  8«9.  Ot  aM, 
156  U.  S.  1,  distinguished. 

Samb — Burr  in  JEBquity— Fobfeitutb  of  Goods.— In  a  suit  in  eqnlly 
brought  by  the  United  States  to  enjoin  the  earryimg  out  of  a  ooo- 
tract  or  combination  in  restraint  of  Interstate  commerce,  under  tiie 
act  of  1890,  there  can  be  no  seizure  of  goods  in  course  of  transpoifta- 
tioo  pursuant  to  the  unlawful  contract  Such  seizure  can  only  be 
made  under  tlie  sixth  section  of  the  act,  which  authorizes  seizures 
and  condemnation  l^  like  proceedings  to  those  provided  in  cases  of 
property  imported  into  the  United  States  contrary  to  law. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  Stated  for 
the  Eaetem  District  of  T^meaaee. 

Thki  was  a  proceeding  in  equity,  begun  1^  petition  filed  by  the  attor- 
negr  general,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  against  six  corporations 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  cast-iron  pipe,  charging  them  with  a 
combination  and  conspiracy  in  unlawful  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
meree  la  such  pipe,  in  violation  of  the  so-called  "Anti-Trust  Law," 
psBsed  by  congress  July  2,  1890.  The  defendants  were  the  Addyston 
Pipe  &  Steel  Company,  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio;  Dennis  Long  St  Co.,  of 
Louisville,  Ky.;  the  Howard-Harrison  Iron  Company,  of  Bessemer, 
Ala. ;  the  Anniston  Pipe  &  Foundry  Company,  of  Amiiston,  Ala. ;  the 
South  Pittsburg  Pipe  Works,  of  South  Pittsburg,  Tenn.;  and  the 
CliattaDooga  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works,  of  Chattanooga,  Tenn.  The  petl- 
tioB  prayed  that  aU  pipe  sold  and  transported  from  one  state  to 
anothar,  und^  the  combination  and  conspiracy  described  therein,  be 
forfeited  to  tlie  petitioner,  and  be  seized  and  confiscated  in  the  manner 
provided  by  law,  and  that  a  decree  be  entered  dissolving  the  unlawful 
oonsplracy  of  defendants,  and  perpetually  enjoining  them  from  opera- 
ting i»der  tlie  same,  and  from  selling  said  cast-iron  pipe  in  accord- 
anoe  therewith  to  be  transported  from  one  state  into  another.  The 
detaidaiits  filed  a  joint  and  separate  demurrer  to  the  petition  in  so 
far  as  it  prayed  for  the  confiscation  of  [278]  gooda  in  transit,  on  the 
ground  tiiat  such  proceedings,  under  the  anti-trust  act,  are  not  to  be 
had  in  a  court  of  equity,  but  in  a  court  gI  law.  In  addition  to  tlie 
dflBurrer,  the  defendants  filed  a  Joint  and  separate  answer,  in  which 
they  admitted  the  existence  of  an  association  between  them  for  the 
pmpose  of  avoiding  the  great  losses  they  would  ottierwise  sustain, 
dtie  to  ruinous  competition  between  defendants,  but  denied  that  their 
aasodatioii  was  in  restraint  of  trade,  state  or  interstate,  or  that  it 
wag  onganized  to  create  a  monopoly,  and  denied  it  was  a  violation  of 
tlie  anti-trust  act  of  congress.  Testimony  in  the  form  of  afildavits 
was  submitted  by  petitioner  and  defendants,  and,  ty  stipulation  tt 
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was  agreed  that  the  final  hearing  might  be  had  thereon.  Jadge 
Clark,  who  presided  in  the  circuit  court,  dismissed  the  petition  on  the 
merits.    His  opinion  is  reported  in  78  Fed.  712. 

From  the  minutes  of  the  association,  a  copy  of  which  was  put  in 
evidence  by  the  petitioner,  It  appeared  that  prior  to  December  28, 
1894,  the  Anniston  Company,  the  Howard-Harrison  Company,  the 
Chattanooga  Company,  and  the  South  Pittsburg  Company  had  been 
associated  as  the  Southern  Associated  Pipe  Works.  Upon  ttiat  date 
the  Addyston  Company  and  Dennis  Long  &  Co.  were  admitted  to 
membership,  and  the  following  plan  was  then  adopted : 

"  First  The  bonuses  on  the  first  90,000  tons  of  pipe  secured  In  any 
territory,  16"  and  smaller,  shall  be  divided  equally  among  six  shops. 
Second.  The  bonuses  on  the  next  75,000  tons,  30"  and  smaller  sizes, 
to  be  divided  among  five  shops.  South  Pittsburg  not  participating. 
Third.  The  bonuses  on  the  next  40,000  tons,  36"  and  smaller  sizes, 
to  be  divided  among  four  shops,  Anniston  and  South  Pittsburg  not 
participating.  Fourth.  The  bonuses  on  the  next  15,000  tons,  con- 
sisting of  all  sizes  of  pipe,  shall  be  divided  among  three  shops, 
Chattanooga,  South  Pittsburg,  and  Anniston  not  participating.  The 
above  division  Is  based  on  the  following  tonnage  of  capacity:  South 
Pittsburg,  15,000  tons;  Anniston,  30,000  tons;  Chattanooga,  40,000 
tons;  Bessemer,  45,000  tons;  Louisville,  45,000  tons;  Cincinnati, 
45,000  tons.  When  the  220,000  tons  have  been  made  and  shipped, 
and  the  bonuses  divided  as  hereinafter  provided,  the  auditor  shall  set 
aside  into  a  reserve  fund  all  bonuses  arising  from  the  excess  of 
shipments  over  220,000  tons,  and  shall  divide  the  same  at  the  end  of 
the  year  among  the  respective  companies  according  to  the  percentage 
of  the  excess  of  tonnage  they  may  have  shipped  (of  the  sizes  made 
by  them)  either  in  pay  or  free  territory.  It  is  also  the  intention  of 
this  proposition  that  the  bonuses  on  all  pipe  larger  that  86  inches 
in  diameter  shall  be  divided  equally  between  the  Addyston  Pipe  & 
Steel  Company,  Dennis  Long  &  Co.,  and  the  Howard-Harrison  Com- 
pany." 

"  It  was  thereupon  resolved :  First  That  this  agreement  shall  last 
for  two  years  from  the  date  of  the  signing  of  same,  until  Decem- 
ber 31,  1896.  Second.  On  any  question  coming  before  the  association 
requiring  a  vote.  It  shall  take  five  affirmative  votes  thereon  to  carry 
said  question,  each  member  of  this  association  being  entitled  to  but 
one  vote.  Third.  The  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Company  shall  handle 
the  business  of  the  gas  and  water  companies  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio, 
Covington,  and  Newport,  Ky.,  and  pay  the  bonus  hereafter  men- 
tioned, and  the  balance  of  the  parties  to  this  agreement  shall  bid  <m 
such  work  such  reasonable  prices  as  they  shall  dlctata  Fourtli. 
Dennis  Long  &  Company,  of  Louisville,  Ky.,  shall  handle  Louisville, 
Ky.,  JefFersonvIlle,  Ind.,  and  New  Albany,  Ind.,  furnishing  all  the 
pipe  for  gas  and  water  works  in  above-named  cities.  Fifth.  The 
Anniston  Pipe  &  Foundry  Company  shall  handle  Anniston,  Ala.,  and 
Atlanta,  Ga.,  furnishing  all  pipe  for  gas  and  water  companies  in 
above-named  cities.  Sixth.  The  Chattanooga  Foundry  &  Pipe  Works 
shall  handle  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  and  New  Orleans,  La.,  furnishing 
all  gas  and  water  pipe  in  the  above-named  cities.  Seventh.  The 
Howard-Harrison  Iron  Company  shall  handle  Bessemer  and  Birming- 
ham, Ala.,  and  St  Louis,  Mo.,  furnishing  all  pipe  for  gas  and  water 
companies  in  the  above-named  cities;  extra  bonus  to  be  pat  on  Rast 
St  Louis  and  Madison,  111.,  so  as  to  protect  the  prices  named  for 
St  Louis,  Mo.  Eighth.  South  Pittsburg  Pipe  Works  shall  handle 
Omaha,  Neb.,  on  all  sizes  required  by  that  city  during  the  vear  of 
1895.  confen-infc  with  the  other  companies  and  co-operating  with  them. 
Tliereafter  fliey  shall  handle  the  gas  and  water  companies  of  Omaha. 
Neb.,  on  such  sizes  as  they  make. 
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"Note:  It  iB  nnderatood  that  all  the  shops  who  are  memhers  of 
this  association  shall  handle  the  business  of  the  gas  and  water  com- 
panies of  the  cities  set  apart  for  them,  including  all  sizes  of  pipe  made 
by  them. 

[274]  **  The  following  bonuses  were  adopted  for  the  different  states 
as  named  below :  All  railroad  or  culvert  pipe  or  pipe  for  any  drainage 
or  sewerage  purposes  on  12"  and  larger  sizes  shipped  into  bonus  ter- 
ritory shall  pay  a  bonus  of  $1.00  per  ton.  On  all  sizes  below  12^' 
and  shipped  into  *  bonus  territory'  for  the  purposes  above  named, 
there  shall  be  a  bonus  of  $2.00  per  ton. 


List  of  Bonui 

Wyoming 

Oregon 

Ohio 

N.D 

8.  D 

..$4  00 
..  1  00 
..  I  50 
..  2  00 
..  2  00 
..  1  00 
..2  00 
..  2  00 
..  1  00 
..2  00 
..3  00 
..  3  00 
..  2  00 
..300 
..  1  00 
:.  1  00 
..  I  60 
..  1  00 

Kansas 

£::::::;;; 

Miss 

Mo 

Montana 

Nebraska... 

N.  Mex 

8.  0 

....12  00 
....  2  00 
....  3  00 
....  4  00 
2  00 

Florida 

Georgia 

Atlanta,  Ga 

Ga.  Coast  Pta . . . 

....  300 
....  8  00 
....  300 
1  00 

Idaho 

Nev 

Oklahoma 

Wis 

Minn 

Utah 

Indiana 

Iowa 

....  2  00 
....  4  00 
....  200 
....  2  00 

Texas,  Interior.. 

Texas  CoaHt 

WasVtonTer... 

Michigan 

WestVa 

Alabama |3  00 

B'gbam,  Ala 2  00 

Anniston,  Ala 2  00 

Mobile,  Ala 1  00 

Arizona  Ter 3  00 

Oalifomia 1  00 

Colorado 2  00 

Ind.  Ter 3  00 

NorthC 1  00 

Tenn.y     East     of 

Cland 2  00 

Tenn.,  Middle  and 

West 8  00 

Illinois,      except 

Madison       and 

East  St  Louis, 

as      previously 

pioviaed 2  00 

**  All  other  territory  free. 

"On  motion  of  Mr.  Llewellyn,  the  bonuses  on  all  city  work  as 
specially  reserved  shall  be  $2.00  per  ton." 

The  states,  for  sales  In  which,  bonuses  had  to  be  paid  into  the 
association  were  called  "  pay  "  territory,  as  distinguished  from  ••  free  ** 
territory,  in  which  defendants  were  at  liberty  to  make  sales  without 
restriction  and  without  paying  any  bonus.  The  by-laws  provided  for 
an  auditor  of  the  association,  whose  duty  It  was  to  keep  account  of 
the  business  done  by  each  shop  both  in  pay  and  free  territory.  On 
the  1st  and  16th  of  each  mouth,  he  was  required  to  send  to  each  shop 
'*a  statement  of  all  shipments  reported  In  the  previous  half  month, 
with  a  balance  sheet  showing  the  total  amount  of  the  premiums  on 
shipments,  the  division  of  the  same,  and  debit,  credit,  balance  of  each 
company."  The  system  of  bonuses,  as  a  means  of  restricting  com- 
petition and  maintaining  prices,  was  not  successful.  A  change  was 
therefore  made  by  which  prices  were  to  be  fixed  for  each  contract 
by  the  association,  and,  except  in  reserved  cities,  the  bidder  was 
determined  by  competitive  bidding  of  the  members,  the  one  agreeing 
to  give  the  highest  bonus  for  division  among  the  others  getting  the 
contract  The  plan  was  embodied  In  a  resolution  passed  May  27, 1895, 
in  the  words  following:  *' Whereas,  the  system  now  in  operation  in 
this  association  of  having  a  fixed  bonus  on  the  several  states  has  not 
in  its  operation,  resulted  in  the  advancement  In  the  prices  of  pipe, 
as  was  anticipated,  except  in  reserved  cities,  and  some  further 
action  is  imperatively  necessary  in  order  to  accomplish  the  ends  for 
which  this  association  was  formed:  Therefore,  be  it  resolved,  that 
from  and  after  the  first  day  of  June,  that  all  competition  on  the 
pipe  lettlngs  shall  take  place  among  the  various  pipe  shops  prior  to 
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tbe  Mdd  Mtiag.  To  aoeonpnift  thu  wrpom  It  te  proposed  ttnt  the 
its  compotltlTe  slMpt  hare  a  re[nr«8«itflttv6  bo«d  located  at  mbm 
oBBtval  dty,  to  whom  all  inqulrloa  t»t  ftpo  sliail  bo  referred,  aad 
Bald  board  ehall  fix  the  price  at  which  said  pipe  shall  be  sold,  and  bids 
tsken  from  the  respecthre  lAmps  tbr  die  prrrfle^o  of  Inndllng  the 
Older,  and  the  party  seenviiig  the  order  shall  have  the  pretectkNi  of 
all  the  other  shops.**  In  pursuance  of  the  new  plan,  It  was  fartber 
agTMd  "that  all  parties  to  this  assodatioii,  hating  potations  out, 
elmll  notl^  tlieir  customers  that  the  same  win  be  withdrawn  1^ 
June  1,  1886,  if  not  previously  accepted,  and  upon  all  trasiness  ac- 
cepted on  and  after  June  Ist  bonuses  shall  be  fixed  by  the  conmiittee." 
At  the  meeting  of  December  19,  1885,  it  was  moved  and  carried  that, 
upon  all  inquiries  for  prices  from  "  reserved  cities  "  for  pipe  required 
during  the  year  of  1896,  prices  and  bonuses  lAould  be  fixed  at  a 
regular  or  called  meeting  of  the  principals.  At  the  meeting  of 
December  20, 1805,  the  plan  for  division  of  bonusea  origbmlly  adopted 
was  modified  by  making  the  basis  the  total  amounts  shipped  Into 
**  pay  "  territory  rather  than  the  totals  shii^ed  into  "  pay  "  and  **  free  " 
territory. 

[176]  To  iUustrate  the  mode  of  doing  businesB,  the  following  ex- 
««rpt  from  the  minutes  of  the  meetingi  of  December  20,  1885,  Febru- 
ary 14,  1880,  and  March  13,  1896,  is  given :  "  It  whs  moved  to  sell  the 
618  pieces  of  20"  pipe  from  Omaha,  Neb.,  fbr  $23.40,  dellTOted.  Car- 
ried. It  was  moved  that  Anniston  participate  in  tiie  bonus,  and  tiie 
job  be  sold  over  the  table.  Carried.  Pursuant  to  the  notloii,  the  618 
pleoes  of  20"  pipe  for  Omaha  was  sold  to  Bessemer  at  a  premium  of 
$8.'*  ''Moved  that  'bonus'  on  Annlstoii'B  Atlanta  Waterworks  eon- 
tr#ict  be  fixed  at  $7.10,  provided  freight  Is  $1.60  a  ton.  Carrtod.''  An 
illustration  of  the  manner  in  which  *'  reserred  "  cities  were  dealt  with 
may  be  seen  in  the  case  of  a  public  letting  at  St  Louis.  On  February 
4,  1886,  the  water  department  of  that  city  let  bids  for  2,860  tons  of 
pipe.  St  Louis  was  "  reserved  **  to  the  Howard-Harrison  Coiaj^my,  of 
Bessemer,  Ala.  The  price  was  fixed  by  the  association  at  $24  a  ton, 
and  the  bonus  at  $6.60.  Before  the  letting,  the  vice  president  of  this 
company  wrote  to  the  other  members  of  the  association,  under  date 
of  January  24,  ISQQ,  as  follows :  "  I  write  to  say  that.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  I  do  not  as  yet  know  what  the  drayage  will  be  on  this  pipe, 
I  prefer  that  if  any  of  you  find  it  necessary  to  put  in  a  bid  without 
going  to  St  Louis,  please  bid  not  less  than  $27  for  the  pipe,  and  2| 
cents  per  pound  for  the  specials.  I  would  also  UIlo  to  know  as  to 
which  of  you  would  find  It  convenient  to  have  a  representative  at  the 
letting.  It  will  be  necessary  to  have  two  outside  bidders."  The  con- 
tract was  let  to  the  Howard-Harrison  Company,  of  Bessemer,  at  $24, 
who  allowed  the  Shickle,  HaiTlson  &  Howard  Company,  a  pipe  com- 
pany of  St  Louis,  not  in  the  association,  but  having  the  same  presi- 
dent as  the  Howard-Harrison  Company,  of  Bessemer,  to  fill  part  of 
the  order.  The  only  other  bidders  were  the  Addyston  Pipe  i  Steel 
Company  and  Dennis  Long  &  Co.,  the  former  bidding  $24.37,  and  the 
latter  $24.57.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  Chattanooga  Foundry 
could  have  furnished  this  pipe,  delivered  In  St  Louis,  at  from  $17  to 
$18,  and  could  have  made  a  profit  on  it  at  that  price.  The  record  Is 
full  of  Instances  of  a  similar  kind,  in  which,  after  the  successful 
bidder  had  been  fixed  by  the  "  auction  pool,"  or  had  been  fixed  by  the 
arrangement  as  to  *'  reserve  **  cities,  the  oilier  defendants  put  in  bids 
at  the  public  letting  as  high  as  the  selected  bidder  requested.  In  order 
to  give  the  appearance  of  active  competition  between  defendants. 

In  January,  1886,  after  the  auction  pool  had  been  In  operation  for 
more  than  six  months,  the  Chattanooga  Company  wrote  a  letter  to  its 
representative  in  the  central  committee  to  outline  Its  policy  for  the 
new  year,  and  the  statements  of  the  letter  cast  much  light  on  the 
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pffices  tald  and  tht  cluunucter  of  tMouMs  fixad.  The  taftter  !•  daited 
Jjumary  2, 1896,  and  is  as  lollows:  "  Dear  Sir :  Refocrlng  to  our  policy 
fsr  1888»  lA  hiddlaf  on  pifn,  we  have  bad  this  nmtter  under  eoosidera- 
tion  for  waaae  time  pasi^  and  from  the  inf ormatien  ohtained  frem  Mr. 
ThoEBtan's  atatement,  as  to  the  amount  of  business  done  last  year  in 
psy  territory,  and  from  estlsMites  that  we  have  made  for  business  that 
will  come  Into  that  territosy  ftw  1806»  we  have  been  able  to  determine 
to  what  point  we  eovld  bid  en  work  and  take  contracts,  and,  if  bonus 
Is  faveed  abo^e  this  point,  let  it  go  and  take  the  bona&  We  note 
fpsm  yonr  letter  of  yesterday  that  you  have  sieed  up  the  situation  in 
its  esseatial  points,  and  it  a^^rees  exactly  with  our  ideas  on  the  sub- 
Jeet.  It  is  useless  to  ai^ue  that  Howard-Harrison  Iron  Co.,  Cincin- 
nati, and  other  shops,  who  have  been  bidding  bonuses  of  $6  or  $8  per 
tea,  can  eoue  out  and  make  any  money  if  they  eontinue  to  bid  such 
bonus.  In  the  case  of  the  Howard-Harriwm  Iron  Co.  people,  on 
jAeksenville,  Fla.,  the  truth  of  the  business  is  th^  are  losing  money 
at  the  prices  th^  bid  for  this  work.  If  they  take  the  contract  at 
$ld  deltveved,  it  will  only  net  $16  at  the  shop  after  they  have  paid 
back  the  bonus  of  $4.75.  If  they  should  continue  to  buy  all  the  lApe 
that  goes  op  to  such  figures  as  they  have  paid  for  Jacksonville  and 
other  points,  they  would  wreck  their  shop  in  a  few  months.  However, 
they,  of  course^  calculate  this  bonus  will  be  returned  to  them  on  work 
taken  by  other  shc^ps.  We  are  very  much  pleased  with  the  bonus  that 
has  been  paid,  and  we  only  hope  they  will  keep  it  up,  as  it  is  only 
saeaey  in  our  pockets*  As  long  as  there  Is  no  money  to  us,  let  them 
make  the  pipe,  as  we  shall  continue  to  do  so.  For  the  present  you 
wUl  adopt  the  following  basis:  On  16"  and  under  standard  weights, 
$14.25  at  shop;  on  18''  and  36''  standard  weights,  $13;  on  16''  and 
under  light  weights,  $14.50  to  $14.75  at  shop.  That  is,  you  will  bid  aU 
over  $18,  $14.25  and  $14.50  on  work.  If  we  get  work  at  these  prices, 
it  will  be  satisfactory.  If  the  others  run  bonus  above  this  point,  let 
them  take  it,  as  it  will  be  more  [276]  money  to  us  to  take  the  bonus. 
We  note  Mr.  Thornton's  report  of  average  premiums  from  June  1st  to 
December,  that  the  average  was  $3.63.  The  average  bonuses  that  are 
prevailing  to-day  are  $7  to  $8.  We  cannot  expect  this  to  continue; 
and  we  think  your  estimate  of  $6  ton  average  bonus  is  high,  as  we  do 
not  believe  the  premiums  for  '96  will  average  that  price,  unless  there 
is  a  decided  change  for  the  better  in  business.  We  find  there  was 
sold  and  shipped  into  '  pay  territory '  from  January  1,  1S95,  to  date, 
Including  the  40,000  tons  of  old  business  that  did  not  pay  a  bonus,  about 
188,000  tons ;  and  we  think  a  very  conservative  estimate  of  shipmento 
into  this  territory  will  amount  to  fully  200,000  this  year ;  more  than 
thai,  probably  overrun  240,000  tons,  from  the  fact  that  the  city  of 
Chicago  and  several  other  places  that  annually  use  large  quantities 
of  pipe  were  not  In  the  market  last  year  or  last  season,  from  the  fact 
that  they  were  out  of  funds.  On  the  basis  as  given  you  above,  if  the 
demand  should  reach  220,000  tons,  which  would  give  us  our  entire 
40,000  tons,  provided  we  did  no  business,  then  the  association  would 
pay  us  the  average  '  bonus,'  which  might  be  from  $3.50  to  $5  on  our 
40^000.  If  we  cannot  secure  business  in  'pay  territory'  at  paying 
prices,  we  think  we  will  be  able  to  dispose  of  our  output  in  'free 
territory/  and,  of  course,  make  some  profit  on  that.  At  the  prices 
that  Howard-Harrison  people  paid  for  Jacluonville,  Des  Plaines,  and 
one  or  two  other  points,  they  are  losing  from  $2«50  to  $3  per  ton; 
that  is,  provided  *  bonuses '  would  not  be  returned  to  them.  Therefore, 
when  business  goes  at  a  loss,  we  are  willing  that  other  shops  make  it" 
Another  letter  written  by  the  same  company,  pending  a  trouble 
over  a  letting  at  Atlante,  is  significant  The  Anniston  Company,  to 
whom  Atlante  had  been  "reserved,"  made  Its  bid  so  high  ($24)  that 
a  Philadelphia  pipe  firm,  R.  D.  Wood  &  Co.,  had  been  able  to  under- 
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bid  the  Annlston  Oompany  in  ^Ite  of  differenoe  In  freights.  All 
the  bids  had  been  rejected  as  too  high,  and,  upon  a  second  letting. 
Anniston*8  bid  was  $1.25  a  ton  less,  and  the  Job  was  awarded  to  it 
The  charge  was  then  made  by  Atlanta  persons  that  there  was  a 
** trust"  or  "combine."  This  was  vigorously  denied.  The  letter  of 
the  Chattanooga  Company  evoked  by  this  difficulty  was  dated  Feb- 
ruary 25,  1896,  and  read  as  follows :  "  Gentlemen :  We  are  in  receipt 
of  a  carbon  copy  of  your  favor  of  the  24th  instant,  to  F.  B.  Nichols, 
V.  P.,  in  reference  to  Atlanta,  Ga.  We  certainly  regret  that  the 
matter  has  assumed  its  present  shape  and  that  R  D.  Wood  &  Com- 
pany should  make  a  lower  bid  by  one  dollar  a  ton  than  the  Southern 
shops.  You  know  we  have  always  been  opposed  to  special  customers 
and  *  reserved  cities.*  We  do  not  think  that  it  is  the  right  principle, 
and  we  believe,  if  the  present  association  continues,  that  all  special 
customers  and  reserved  cities  should  be  wiped  out  There  is  no  good 
reason  why  we  should  be  allowed  to  handle  New  Orleans;  you, 
Atlanta;  Howard-Harrison  Iron  Co.,  St  Louis;  or  South  Pittsburg, 
Omaha.  We  are  not  in  the  business  to  award  special  privileges  to 
any  foundry,  and  we  believe  that  the  result  would  be  more  benefit 
to  all  concerned  if  all  business  was  made  competitive.  It  is  hardly 
right,  and  we  believe,  if  you  will  think  over  the  matter  carefully,  you 
will  concede  it,  for  us  to  be  put  into  a  position  of  being  unable  to 
make  prices  or  furnish  pipe  for  the  city  of  Atlanta,  when  we  have 
always  heretofore  had  a  large  share  of  their  trade.  We  cannot  ex- 
plain our  position  to  the  Atlanta  people,  and  we  consider  it  is  detri- 
mental to  our  business,  and  think  no  combination  should  have  the 
power  to  force  us  into  such  a  position.  The  same  argument  will 
apply  with  you  as  to  New  Orleans,  St  Louis,  and  other  places.  We 
think  this  matter  should  be  considered  seriously,  and  some  action 
taken  that  will  result  in  re-establishing  ourselves  (I  mean  the  four 
Southern  shops)  in  the  confidence  of  the  Atlanta  people.  Wistar, 
R  D.  Wood  &  Company's  man,  has  no  doubt  told  tbem  all  about  our 
association,  or  as  much  as  he  could  guess,  and  has  worked  up  a  very 
bitter  feeling  against  us.  The  very  fact  that  you  have  been  protected, 
and  have  had  all  their  business  for  the  past  two  years,  is  proof  to  them 
that  such  a  •combination*  exists;  and  they  state  that,  if  they  find 
out  positively  that  we  are  working  tojrether,  they  will  never  receive  a 
bid  from  any  one  of  us  again.  We  cannot  afford  to  leave  these  people 
under  that  impression,  and  something  ought  to  be  done  that  would 
disprove  Mr.  Wistar's  statement  to  them.  We  believe  that  all  busi- 
ness ought  to  be  competitive.  The  fact  that  certain  shops  have  cer- 
tain cities  'reserved'  is  all  based  upon  mere  sentiment,  and  no  good 
reason  exists  why  it  should  be  so.  We  believe  that,  as  a  general  thing, 
we  have  had  our  prices  entirely  too  high,  and  especially  do  we  be- 
lieve this  has  been  the  [277]  case  as  to  prices  In  reserved  cities. 
The  prices  made  at  St  Louis  and  Atlanta  are  entirely  out  of  all  rea- 
son, and  the  result  has  been,  and  always  will  be,  when  high  prices  are 
named,  to  create  a  bad  feeling  and  an  agitation  against  the  comblna- 
tion.  There  is  no  reason  why  Atlanta,  New  Orleans,  St  Louis,  or 
Omaha  should  be  made  to  pay  higher  prices  for  their  pipe  than  other 
places  near  them,  wbo  do  not  use  anything  like  the  amount  of  pipe, 
and  whose  trade  Is  not  as  desirable  for  many  other  reasons.  There 
is  no  sentiment  existing  with  us  in  reference  to  Atlanta,  as  we  would 
as  soon  sell  our  pipe  anywbere  else,  only,  as  stated  above,  it  Is  wrong 
in  principle  that  we  should  be  forced  to  give  up  Atlanta  or  any  otha- 
point  for  no  good  reason  thnt  we  know  of." 

It  appears  quite  clearly  from  the  prices  at  which  the  Chattanooga 
and  the  South  Pittsburg  Companies  offered  pipe  In  free  territory  that 
any  price  which  would  net  them  from  $13  to  $15  a  ton  at  their  foun- 
drieB  would  give  them  a  profit    Pipe  was  freely  offered  by  the  d^ 
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tendants  in  free  t^ritory  more  than  600  miles  from  their  fonndries 
at  less  prices  than  their  representative  board  fixed  prices  for  jobs 
let  in  cities  In  pay  territory  nearer  to  defendants'  foundries  by  800 
miies  or  more.  The  defendants  adduced  many  affidavits  of  a  formal 
t3i;>e,  chiefly  from  persons  who  had  been  buying  pipe  from  defendants 
and  other  companies,  who  testified  in  a  general  way  that  tlie  prices 
at  which  the  pipe  had  been  offered  by  defendants  all  over  the  country 
had  been  reasonable ;  but  in  not  one  of  the  affidavits  was  any  attempt 
made  to  give  figures  as  to  cost  of  production  and  freight,  and  in  not 
a  single  case  were  the  specific  Instances  shown  by  the  evidence  for  the 
petitioner  disputed.  The  evidence  as  to  the  capacl^  of  the  defend- 
ants' mills  is  by  no  means  satisfactory.  The  division  of  bonuses  was 
based  on  an  aggregate  yearly  output  of  220,000  tons,  but  there  are 
averments  in  the  answer  that  indicate  that  this  was  not  a  statement 
of  the  actual  limit  of  capacity,  but  was  only  taken  as  a  standard  of 
restricted  output  upon  which  to  calculate  an  equitable  division  of 
bonuses.  Nowhere  in  the  large  mass  of  affidavits  Is  there  any  state- 
ment of  the  per  diem  capacity  of  defendants*  mills.  Taking  tlielr 
aggregate  capacity,  however,  as  220,000  tons,  that  of  the  other  mills 
in  the  pay  territory  was  170,500  tons,  and  that  of  the  mills  in  free 
territory  was  348,000  tons,  according  to  the  affidavit  of  the  clilef  officer 
of  one  of  defendants.  Of  the  nonassoclatlon  mills  in  the  pay  terri- 
tory, one  was  at  Pueblo,  Colo.,  another  was  in  the  state  penitentiary 
at  Waco,  Tex.,  and  a  third  in  Oregon.  Their  aggregate  annual  ca- 
pacity was  45,500  tons.  Another  nonassoclatlon  mill  was  the  Shlckle, 
Howard  &  Harrison  mill  of  St  Louis,  Mo.,  with  a  capacity  of  12.000 
tons.  John  W.  Harrison,  who  was  president  of  this  company,  was 
also  president  of  the  Howard-Harrison  mill  of  Bessemer,  Ala.,  wlilch 
was  a  member  of  the  association ;  and  it  appears  that  an  order  taken 
by  the  Bessemer  mill  at  St.  Louis  was  partly  filled  by  the  St  Louis 
mill.  The  other  mills  In  the  pay  territory  were  one  at  Columbus, 
Ohio,  with  an  annual  capacity  of  30,000  tons ;  one  at  Cleveland,  Ohio, 
ef  60,000  tons ;  one  at  Newcomerstown,  In  northeastern  Ohio,  of  8,000 
tons;  and  one  at  Detroit,  Mich.,  of  15,000  tons;  and  their  aggregate 
annual  capacity  was  113,000  tons.  In  the  free  territory  there  was 
one  mill  in  eastern  Virginia,  with  an  annual  capacity  of  16,000  tons; 
four  mills  in  eastern  Pennsylvania,  with  a  capacity  of  87,000  tons; 
three  mills  in  New  Jersey,  with  a  capacity  of  210,000  tons;  and  two 
mills  In  New  York,  one  at  Utlca,  and  another  at  Buffalo,  with  an  ag- 
gregate capacity  of  35,000  tons.  The  evidence  was  scanty  as  to  rates 
of  freight  upon  iron  pipes,  but  enough  appeared  to  show  that  the  ad- 
vantage in  freight  rates  which  the  defendants  had  over  the  large  pipe 
foundries  In  New  York,  eastern  Pennsylvania,  and  New  Jersey  In  bid- 
ding on  contracts  to  deliver  pipe  in  nearly  all  of  the  pay  territory 
varied  from  $2  to  $6  a  ton,  according  to  the  location.  The  defendants 
filed  the  affidavits  of  their  managing  officers,  in  which  they  stated 
generally  that  the  object  of  their  association  was  not  to  raise  prices 
beyond  what  was  reasonable,  but  only  to  prevent  ruinous  competi- 
tion between  defendants,  wliich  would  have  carried  prices  far  below 
a  reasonable  point;  that  the  bonuses  charged  were  not  exorbitant 
profits  and  additions  to  a  reasonable  price,  but  they  were  deductions 
from  a  reasonable  price,  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  or  burden  Intended 
to  curb  the  natural  disposition  of  each  member  to  get  all  the  business 
possible,  and  more  than  his  due  proportion;  that  the  prices  fixed 
by  the  association  were  always  reasonable,  and  were  always  fixed, 
as  they  must  have  been,  with  reference  to  the  very  active  competition 
of  other  pliie  manufacturera  for  every  Job ;  that  the  reason  why  they 
sold  pipe  at  so  much  cheaper  rates  in  the  free  territory  than  in  the 
[878]  pay  territory  was  because  they  were  willing  to  sell  at  a  loss 
to  keep  their  mills  going  rather  than  to  stop  them;   that  the  prices 
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at  A  cfty  nke  St.  Ixrals  In  wMch  tlid  i[iciiilficsitt6tiB  iwen  dstsftoA  raA 
precise,  were  kigbor  became  pipe  kad  to  be  BMUle  espedally  for  the 
Job,  and  tbey  could  net  nee  stock  on  band.  The  defendants  devoted 
a  geod  deal  of  erldenee  te  sbowtog  that  the  stenographer  who  far- 
nisbed  copies  of  tbB  mlnntes  ef  the  aouedallon  and  of  the  eorrespend- 
ence  between  tbe  members  bad  a  pecnniary  motive  hi  ^ns  betrayliig 
the  confidence  of  his  anployers ;  but  no  ep^tdmce  was  effeved  by  them 
to  contradict  any  statements  made  by  hfan,  or  to  Impeach  the  aecnraey 
of  the  copies  be  has  produced.  On  one  point  atone  was  he  contra- 
dicted, and  that  was  In  bis  statement  that  tbe  bonuses  represented 
the  Increase  ever  and  above  a  reasonable  price  made  possible  by  the 
combinatkm  of  the  defendants. 

/.  H.  BihU  and  Edmtrd  B.  WhUney^  ti^  the  Vmt^ 
States. 

Frank  Spurlock,  for  appellees. 

Before  Harlan,  Curcuit  Justice,  and  Tar  and  Loaioir, 
Circuit  Judges. 

Taft,  Circuit  Judge,  after  stating  the  esse  as  abo^e,  de- 
livered the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  first  section  of  the  act  of  congress  entitled  ^An  act  to 
protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and 
monopolies,''  passed  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat  209),  declares 
illegal  **  every  contract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust 
or  otherwise  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations."  The 
seoond  section  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  for  any  person  to 
monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine  or  con- 
spire with  others  to  monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or 
commerce  among  the  several  states.  The  fourth  section  of 
the  act  gives  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  jurisdic- 
tion to  hear  and  determine  proceedings  in  equity  brought  by 
the  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  attorney  general  to  restrain  violations  of  the  act 

Two  questions  are  presented  in  this  case  for  our  decision : 
First.  Was  the  association  of  the  defendants  a  contract, 
combination,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade^  as  the  terms 
are  to  be  understood  in  the  act?  Seccwid.  Was  the  trade 
thus  restrained  trade  between  the  States? 

The  contention  on  behalf  of  defendants  is  that  the  assoda- 
ti<Mi  would  have  been  valid  at  common  law,  and  that  the 
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federal  anti-trust  law  was  not  intended  to  reach  any  agree- 
luents  that  were  not  void  and  nneiif  orceable  at  common  law. 
It  might  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  contention  to  paint 
to  the  decisimi  of  the  supreme  oonrt  of  the  United  States  in 
U.  8.  T.  Trcma-Missouri  Freight  Ass'n^  166  U-  S.  280, 17  Sup. 
Ct  640,  in  which  it  was  held  that  contracts  in  restraint  of 
interstate  tranqf>ortatioii  were  within  the  statute,  whether 
the  restraints  would  be  rcg;arded  as  reasonable  at  common 
law  or  not.  It  is  suggested,  however,  that  that  case  related 
to  a  quasi  public  employment  necessarily  under  public  con- 
trol, and  affecting  public  interests,  and  that  a  leea  stringent 
rule  of  construction  applies  to  contracts  restritting  parties 
in  sales  of  merdiandise,  which  is  purely  a  prirate  business, 
haying  in  it  no  dt^nent  of  a  public  or  quasi  public  character. 
Whetbw  or  not  th«re  is  substanoe  in  su(^  a  distinctieiv--« 
question  we  do  not  decide, — ^it  is  certain  that,  if  the  con- 
tract  of  association  which  bomid  the  defiondants  was  rmd 
and  unenforceaUe  at  the  common  law  because  in  restraint  of 
[279]  trade,  it  is  within  the  inhibition  of  the  statute  if  the 
trade  it  restrained  was  interstate.  Contracts  that  were  in 
unreasonaUe  re^jraint  of  trade  at  common  law  were  not 
unlawful  in  the  sense  of  being  criminal,  or  giving  rise  to  a 
civil  aetiea  for  damages  in  favor  of  one  prejudicially  af- 
fected thereby,  but  were  simply  void,  and  were  not  enforced 
by  the  courts.  M^td  SteamiMp  Co.  v.  McOregoTy  Oow  <f 
Oo.y  [1898]  App.  Cas.  35;  Himkby  v.  Gloiey  L.  B.  2  Q.  B. 
158;  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  in  Hilton  v.  Eckersley,  6  El.  & 
Bl.  47,  66;  Hannen,  J.,  in  Farrer  v.  OloaSy  L.  R.  4  Q-  B.  602, 
612l  The  effect  of  the  act  of  1890  is  to  render  such  contracts 
unlawful  in  an  affimaiive  or  positive  sense,  and  punidiaUe 
as  a  laisdcaneanor,  and  to  create  a  right  of  civil  action  for 
damages  in  favor  of  those  injured  thereby,  and  a  civil  rem- 
edy by  injunetion  in  lavor  of  botii  private  perscms  and  the 
puUic  ogaiAst  the  exeoation  of  such  contracts  and  the  main- 
tenance of  such  trade  restraints. 

The  argument  for  defendants  is  that  their  contract  of 
association  was  not,  and  could  not  be,  a  monopoly,  because 
their  aggregate  tonnage  capacity  did  not  exceed  80  per  cent 
of  the  total  tonnage  capadty  of  the  oountry;  that  the  rt- 
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straints  upon  the  members  of  the  association,  if  restraints 
they  could  be  called,  did  not  embrace  all  the  states,  and  were 
not  unlimited  in  space;  that  such  partial  restraints  were 
justified  and  upheld  at  common  law  if  reasonable,  and  only 
proportioned  to  the  necessary  protection  of  the  parties;  that 
in  this  case  the  partial  restraints  were  reasonable,  because 
without  them  each  member  would  be  subjected  to  ruinous 
competition  by  the  other,  and  did  not  exceed  in  degree  of 
stringency  or  scope  what  was  necessary  to  protect  the  parties 
in  securing  prices  for  their  product  tiiat  were  fair  and 
reasonable  to  themselves  and  the  public;  that  competiticm 
was  not  rifled  by  the  association  because  the  prices  fixed  by 
it  had  to  be  fixed  with  reference  to  the  very  active  competi- 
tion of  pipe  companies  which  were  not  members  of  tiie  asso- 
ciation, and  which  had  more  than  double  the  defendants' 
capacity;  that  in  this  way  the  association  only  modified  and 
restrained  the  evils  of  ruinous  competition,  while  the  public 
had  all  the  benefit  from  competition  which  public  policy 
demanded. 

From  early  times  it  was  the  policy  of  Englishmen  to  en- 
courage  trade  in  England,  and  to  discourage  those  voluntary 
restraints  which  tradesmen  were  often  induced  to  impose  on 
themselves  by  contract.  Courts  recognized  this  public  policy 
by  refusing  to  enforce  stipulations  of  this  character.  The  ob- 
jections to  such  restraints  were  mainly  two.  One  was  that 
by  such  contracts  a  man  disabled  himself  from  earning  a 
livelihood  with  the  risk  of  becoming  a  public  charge,  and 
deprived  the  community  of  the  benefit  of  his  labor.  The 
o^er  was  that  such  restraints  tended  to  give  to  the  covenantee, 
the  beneficiary  of  such  restraints,  a  monopoly  of  the  trade, 
from  which  he  had  thus  excluded  one  competitor,  and  by  the 
same  means  might  exclude  others. 

Chief  Justice  Parker,  in  1711,  in  the  leading  case  of  Mitchd 
V.  Reynolds^  1  P.  Wms.  181,  190,  stated  these  objections  as 
follows: 

•*  First  The  mischief  which  may  arise  from  them  (1)  to  the  party  ty 
the  loss  of  his  If velihood  and  the  subsistence  of  his  family ;  (2)  to  the 
public  by  depriving  it  of  an  useful  member.  Another  reason  Is  the 
great  abuses  these  voluntary  restraints  are  liable  to ;  as,  for  instance, 
from  corporations  who  are  perpetually  laboring  for  ezdnsiTe  advan- 
tages in  trade,  and  to  reduce  it  into  as  few  hands  as  possible." 
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[280]  The  reasons  were  stated  somewhat  more  at  length  in 
Alger  v.  Thacher^  19  Pick.  51,  54,  in  which  the  supreme 
judicial  court  of  Massachusetts  said : 

*'The  unreasonableness  of  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  and  busi- 
ness is  very  apparent  from  several  obvious  considerations:  (1)  Such 
contracts  injure  the  parties  making  them,  because  they  diminish  their 
means  of  procuring  livelihoods  and  a  competency  for  their  families. 
They  tempt  improvident  persons,  for  the  sake  of  present  gain,  to 
deprive  themselves  of  the  power  to  make  future  acquisitions;  and 
they  expose  such  persons  to  imposition  and  oppression.  (2)  They 
tend  to  deprive  the  public  of  the  services  of  men  in  the  employments 
and  capacities  in  which  they  may  be  most  useful  to  the  community 
as  well  as  themselves.  (3)  They  discourage  industry  and  enterprise, 
and  diminish  the  products  of  ingenuity  and  skill.  (4)  They  prevent 
competition  and  enhance  prices.  (5)  They  expose  the  public  to  all  the 
evils  of  monopoly;  and  this  especially  is  applicable  to  wealthy  com- 
panies and  large  corporations,  who  have  the  means,  unless  restrained 
by  law,  to  exclude  rivalry,  monopolize  business,  and  engross  the  mar- 
ket Against  evils  like  these,  wise  laws  protect  individuals  and  the 
public  by  declaring  all  such  contracts  void." 

The  changed  conditions  under  which  men  have  ceased  to 
be  so  entirely  dependent  for  a  livelihood  on  pursuing  one 
trade,  have  rendered  the  first  and  second  considerations 
stated  above  less  important  to  the  community  than  they  were 
in  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries,  but  the  disposi- 
tion to  use  every  means  to  reduce  competition  and  create 
monopolies  has  grown  so  much  of  late  that  the  fourth  and 
fifth  considerations  mentioned  in  Alger  v.  Thacher  have  cer- 
tainly lost  nothing  in  weight  in  the  present  day,  if  we  may 
judge  from  the  statute  here  under  consideration  and  similar 
legislation  by  the  states. 

The  inhibition  against  restraints  of  trade  at  conmion  law 
seems  at  first  to  have  had  no  exception.  See  language  of 
Justice  Hull,  Year  Book,  2  Hen.  V.,  folio  5,  pi.  26.  After  a 
time  it  became  apparent  to  the  people  and  the  courts  that  it 
was  in  the  interest  of  trade  that  certain  covenants  in  restraint 
of  trade  should  be  enforced.  It  was  of  importance,  as  an 
incentive  to  industry  and  honest  dealing  in  trade,  that,  after 
a  man  had  built  up  a  business  with  an  extensive  good  will,  he 
should  be  able  to  sell  his  business  and  good  will  to  the  best 
advantage,  and  he  could  not  do  so  unless  he  could  bind  him- 
self by  an  enforceable  contract  not  to  engage  in  the  same  busi- 
ness in  such  a  way  as  to  prevent  injury  to  ttiat  which  he  was 
about  to  sell.  It  was  equally  for  the  good  of  the  public  and 
10870*»— 8.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 50 
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trade,  when  partners  dissolved,  and  one  took  the  business,  or 
they  divided  the  business,  that  each  partner  might  bind  him- 
self not  to  do  anything  in  trade  thereafter  which  would  dero- 
gate from  his  grant  of  the  interest  conveyed  to  his  former 
partner.  Again,  when  two  men  became  partners  in  a  busi- 
ness, although  their  union  might  reduce  competition,  this 
effect  was  only  an  incident  to  the  main  purpose  of  a  union  of 
their  capital,  enterprise,  and  energy  to  carry  on  a  successful 
business,  and  one  useful  to  the  community.  Bestrictions  in 
the  articles  of  partnership  upon  the  business  activity  of  the 
members,  with  a  view  of  securing  their  entire  effort  in  the 
common  enterprise,  were,  of  course,  only  ancillary  to  the 
main  end  of  the  union,  and  were  to  be  encouraged.  Again, 
when  one  in  business  sold  property  with  which  the  buyer 
might  set  up  a  rival  business,  it  was  certainly  reasonable  that 
the  seller  should  be  able  to  restrain  the  buyer  from  doing  him 
an  injury  which,  but  for  the  sale,  the  buyer  would  be  unable 
to  inflict.  [281]  This  was  not  reducing  competition,  but 
was  only  securing  the  seller  against  an  increase  of  competi- 
tion of  his  own  creating.  Such  an  exception  was  necessary 
to  promote  the  free  purchase  and  sale  of  property.  Again, 
it  was  of  importance  that  business  men  and  professional  men 
should  have  every  motive  to  employ  the  ablest  assistants,  and 
to  instruct  them  thoroughly;  but  they  would  naturally  be 
reluctant  to  do  so  unless  such  assistants  were  able  to  bind 
themselves  not  to  set  up  a  rival  business  in  the  vicinity  after 
learning  the  details  and  secrets  of  the  business  of  their 
employer. 

In  a  case  of  this  last  kind,  Median  v.  May^  11  Mees.  ft  W. 
662,  Baron  Parke  said : 

"  Contracts  for  the  partial  restraint  of  trade  are  upheld,  not  hecanse 
they  are  advantageous  to  the  individual  with  whom  the  contract  Is 
made,  and  a  sacrifice  pro  tanto  of  the  rights  of  the  community,  but 
because  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  at  large  that  they  should  be 
enforced.  Many  of  these  partial  restraints  on  trade  are  perfectly 
consistent  with  public  convenience  and  the  general  Interest,  and  have 
been  supported.  Such  is  the  case  of  the  disposing  of  a  shop  in  a 
particular  place,  with  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  not  to 
carry  on  a  trade  in  the  same  place.  It  Is,  in  ^ect,  the  sale  of  a 
good  will,  and  offers  an  encouragement  to  trade  by  allowing  a  party 
to  dispose  of  all  the  fmlts  of  his  industry.  •  •  •  And  such  is 
the  class  of  cases  of  much  more  frequent  occurrence,  and  to  whidi 
this  present  case  belongs,  of  a  tradesman,  manufactorer,  or  profies- 
sional  man  taking  a  servant  or  deck  into  his  service,  with  a  contract 
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that  he  will  not  carry  on  tbe  same  trade  or  profession  within  certain 
limits.  *  *  *  In  snch  a  case  the  public  derives  an  advantage  in 
the  unrestrained  choice  which  such  a  stipulation  gives  to  the  employer 
of  able  assistants,  and  the  security  it  affords  that  the  master  will 
not  withhold  from  the  servant  instruction  in  the  secrets  of  his  trade, 
and  the  conununication  of  his  own  skill  and  experience,  from  the  fear 
of  his  afterwards  having  a  rival  in  the  same  business." 

For  the  reasons  given,  then,  covenants  in  partial  restraint 
of  trade  are  generally  upheld  as  valid  when  they  are  agree- 
ments (1)  by  the  seller  of  property  or  business  not  to  com- 
pete with  the  buyer  in  such  a  way  as  to  derogate  from  the 
value  of  the  property  or  business  sold;  (2)  by  a  retiring 
partner  not  to  compete  with  the  firm;  (3)  by  a  partner 
pending  the  partnership  not  to  do  anything  to  interfere,  by 
competition  or  otherwise,  with  the  business  of  the  firm ;  (4) 
by  the  buyer  of  property  not  to  use  the  same  in  competition 
with  the  business  retained  by  the  seller;  and  (5)  by  an  as- 
sistant, servant,  or  agent  not  to  compete  with  his  master  or 
employer  after  the  expiration  of  his  time  of  service.  Be- 
fore such  agreements  are  upheld,  however,  the  court  must 
find  that  the  restraints  attempted  thereby  are  reasonably 
necessary  (1,  2,  and  8)  to  the  enjoyment  by  the  buyer  of  the 
property,  good  will,  or  interest  in  the  partnership  bought, 
or  (4)  to  the  legitimate  ends  of  the  existing  partnership; 
or  (5)  to  the  prevention  of  possible  injury  to  the  business 
of  the  seller  from  use  by  the  buyer  of  the  thing  sold;  or 
(6)  to  protection  from  the  danger  of  loss  to  the  employer's 
business  caused  by  the  unjust  use  on  the  part  of  the  em- 
ployfi  of  the  confidential  knowledge  acquired  in  such  busi- 
ness. Under  the  first  class  come  the  cases  of  Mitchel  v. 
Reynolds,  1  P.  Wms.  181;  FowU  v.  Park,  181  U.  S.  88, 
9  Sup,  Ct  658;  Nordenfeldt  v.  Maxim  Ifordenfeldt  Co.^ 
[1894]  App.  Cas.  584;  Rousillon  v.  RousiUon^  14  Ch.  Div. 
351;  Cloth  Co.  v.  Lorsont,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  345;  Wkittaker  v. 
Howe^  3  Beav.  883;  Match  Co,  v.  Roeher^  106  N.  Y.  473,  13 
N.  E.  419;  Tode  v.  Gross,  127  N.  Y.  480,  28  N.  E.  469; 
Real  V.  Chase,  [282]  81  Mich.  490;  Hubbard  v.  Miller,  27 
Mich.  15;  National  Ben.  Co.  v.  Union  Hospital  Co.,  45 
Minn.  272,  47  N.  W.  806;  Whitney  v.  Slay  ton,  40  Me.  224; 
Pierce  V.  Fuller,  8  Mass.  222;  Richards  v.  Seating  Co.,  87 
Wis.  508,  58  N.  W.  787.    In  the  second  class  are  Tallis  t. 
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TdOia,  1  El.  ft  Bl.  391,  and  Lange  v.  Werk,  2  Ohio  St.  520. 
In  the  third  class  are  Machinery  Co.  v.  Dolph^  138  U.  S. 
617,  11  Sup.  Ct.  412,  Id.,  28  Fed.  553,  and  MaUkews  v.  As- 
sociated Press^  136  N.  Y.  333,  32  N.  E.  981.  In  the  fourth 
dass  are  American  Strawboard  Co.  v.  Haldeman  Paper  Co.^ 
83  Fed.  619,  and  Hitchcock  v.  Anthony^  Id.  779,  both  de- 
cisions of  this  court;  Navigation  Co,  v.  WinsoTy  20  Wall. 
64;  Dunlop  v.  Gregory ^  10  N.  Y.  241;  Hodge  v.  Sloan^ 
107  N.  Y.  244,  17  N.  E.  335.  While  in  the  fifth  class  are 
the  cases  of  Homer  v.  Ashford^  3  Bing.  322;  Homer  v. 
Graves^  7  Bing.  735;  Hitchcock  v.  Coker^  6  Adol.  &  E. 
454;  Ward  v.  Byme^  5  Mees.  &  W.  547;  Duhowski  v.  Gold- 
stein, [1896]  1  Q.  B.  478;  Peels  v.  Saalfeld,  [1892]  2  Ch. 
149;  Taylor  v.  Blanchard,  13  Allen,  370;  ^^fcr  v.  Taylor, 
53  Pa.  St  467;  Herreshoff  v.  Boutineau,  17  E.  L  3,  19  AtL 
712. 

It  would  be  stating  it  too  strongly  to  say  that  these  five 
classes  of  covenants  in  restraint  of  trade  include  all  of  those 
upheld  as  valid  at  the  common  law;  but  it  would  certainly 
seem  to  follow  from  the  tests  laid  down  for  determining  the 
validity  of  such  an  agreement  that  no  conventional  restraint 
of  trade  can  be  enforced  unless  the  covenant  embodying  it  is 
merely  ancillary  to  the  main  purpose  of  a  lawful  contract, 
and  necessary  to  protect  the  covenantee  in  the  enjoyment  of 
the  legitimate  fruits  of  the  contract,  or  to  protect  him  from 
the  dangers  of  an  unjust  use  of  those  fruits  by  the  other 
party.  In  Homer  v.  Graves,  7  Bing.  735,  Chief  Justice  Tin- 
dal,  who  seems  to  be  regarded  as  the  highest  English  judicial 
authority  on  this  branch  of  the  law  (see  Lord  Macnaghten's 
judgment  in  Nordenfelt  v.  Maxim  NordenfeU  Co.,  [1894] 
App.  Cas.  535,  567),  used  the  following  language: 

"  We  do  not  see  how  a  better  test  can  be  applied  to  the  qnestlon 
whether  this  is  or  not  a  reasonable  restraint  of  trade  than  by  con- 
sidering whether  the  restraint  is  such  only  as  to  afford  a  fair  protec- 
tion to  the  interests  of  the  party  In  favor  of  whom  It  Is  given,  and  not 
BO  large  as  to  Interfere  with  the  Interests  of  the  public.  Whatever 
restraint  Is  larger  than  the  necessary  protection  of  the  party  requires 
can  be  of  no  benefit  to  either.  It  can  only  be  oppressive.  It  is,  in  the 
eye  of  the  law,  unreasonable.  Whatever  Is  Injurious  to  the  Interests 
of  the  public  is  void  on  the  ground  of  public  policy." 

This  very  statement  of  the  rule  implies  that  the  contract 
nust  be  one  in  which  there  is  a  main  purpose,  to  which  the 
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covenant  in  restraint  of  trade  is  merely  ancillary.  The  cove- 
nant is  inserted  only  to  protect  one  of  the  parties  frcHn  the 
injury  which,  in  the  execution  of  the  contract  or  enjoyment 
of  its  fruits,  he  may  suffer  from  the  unrestrained  competi- 
tion of  the  other.  The  main  purpose  of  the  contract  suggests 
the  measure  of  protection  needed,  and  furnishes  a  sufficiently 
uniform  standard  by  which  the  validity  of  such  restraints 
may  be  judicially  determined.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  re- 
straint exceeds  the  necessity  presented  by  the  main  purpose 
of  the  contract,  it  is  void  for  two  reasons:  First,  because  it 
oppresses  the  covenantor,  without  any  corresponding  benefit 
to  the  convenantee;  and,  second,  because  it  tends  to  a  mo- 
nopoly! But  where  the  sole  object  of  both  parties  in  making 
the  contract  as  expressed  therein  is  merely  to  restrain  compe- 
tition, and  enhance  or  maintain  prices,  it  would  seem  that 
there  was  nothing  to  justify  or  excuse  [283]  the  restraint, 
that  it  would  necessarily  have  a  tendency  to  monopoly,  and 
therefore  would  be  void.  In  such  a  case  there  is  no  measure 
of  what  is  necessary  to  the  protection  of  either  party,  except 
the  vague  and  varying  opinion  of  judges  as  to  how  much, 
on  principles  of  political  economy,  men  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  restrain  competition.  There  is  in  such  contracts  no  main 
lawful  purpose,  to  subserve  which  partial  restraint  is  per- 
mitted, and  by  which  its  reasonableness  is  measured,  but  the 
sole  object  is  to  restrain  trade  in  order  to  avoid  the  competi- 
tion which  it  has  always  been  the  policy  of  the  common  law 
to  foster. 

Much  has  been  said  in  regard  to  the  relaxing  of  the 
original  strictness  of  the  common  law  in  declaring  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade  void  as  conditions  of  civilization  and 
public  policy  have  changed,  and  the  argument  drawn  there- 
from is  that  the  law  now  recognizes  that  competition  may  be 
so  ruinous  as  to  injure  the  public,  and,  therefore,  that  con- 
tracts made  with  a  view  to  check  such  ruinous  competition 
and  regulate  prices,  though  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  having 
no  other  purpose,  will  be  upheld.  We  think  this  conclusion 
is  unwarranted  by  the  authorities  when  all  of  them  are  con- 
sidered. It  is  true  that  certain  rules  for  determining  whether 
a  covenant  in  restraint  of  trade  ancillary  to  the  main  pur- 
pose of  a  contract  was  reasonably  adapted  and  limited  to 
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the  necessary  protection  of  a  party  in  the  carrying  out  of  sach 
purpose  have  been  somewhat  modified  by  modem  authori- 
ties. In  Mitchel  v.  Reynolds^  1  P.  Wms.  181,  the  leading 
early  case  on  the  subject,  in  which  the  main  object  of  the  con- 
tract was  the  sale  of  a  bake  house,  and  there  was  a  covenant 
to  protect  the  purchaser  against  competition  by  the  seller  in 
the  bakery  business.  Chief  Justice  Parker  laid  down  the 
rule  that  it  must  appear  before  such  a  covenant  could  be 
enforced  that  the  restraint  was  not  general,  but  particular 
or  partial,  as  to  places  or  persons,  and  was  upon  a  good 
and  adequate  consideration,  so  as  to  make  it  a  proper  and 
useful  contract  Subsequently,  it  was  decided  in  Hitchcock 
V.  CoJcer^  6  Adol.  &  E.  454,  that  the  adequacy  of  the  con- 
sideration was  not  to  be  inquired  into  by  the  court  if  it  was 
a  legal  one,  and  that  the  operation  of  the  covenant  need  not 
be  limited  in  lime.  More  recently  the  limitation  that  the 
restraint  could  not  be  general  or  unlimited  as  to  space  ha? 
been  modified  in  some  case  by  holding  that,  if  the  protec- 
tion necessary  to  the  covenantee  reasonably  requires  a  cove- 
nant unrestricted  as  to  space,  it  will  be  upheld  as  valid. 
Whittaker  v.  Howe^  3  Beav.  383 ;  Cloth  Co.  v.  Lorsont^  L.  R. 
9  Eq.  345 ;  RousUlon  v.  RoimUon^  14  Ch.  Div.  361 ;  Norden- 
feldt  V.  Maxim  Nordenfeldt  Co.^  [1894]  App.  Cas.  535. 
See,  also,  Fowle  v.  Park^  181  U.  S.  88,  9  Sup.  Ct  658 ;  Match 
Co.  V.  Roeher,  106  N.  Y.  473,  13  N.  E.  419.  But  these  cases 
aU  involved  contracts  in  which  the  covenant  in  re:^raint  of 
trade  was  ancillary  to  the  main  and  lawful  purpose  of  the 
contract,  and  was  necessary  to  the  protection  of  the  cove- 
nantee in  the  carrying  out  of  that  main  purpose.  They  do 
not  manifest  any  general  disposition  on  the  part  of  the 
courts  to  be  more  liberal  in  supporting  contracts  having  for 
their  sole  object  the  restraint  of  trade  than  did  the  courts 
of  an  earlier  time.  It  is  true  that  there  are  some  cases  in 
which  the  courts,  mistaking,  as  we  conceive,  the  proper 
limits  of  the  relaxation  of  the  rules  for  determining  the 
unreasonableness  of  restraints  of  trade,  have  [284]  set  sail 
on  a  sea  of  doubt,  and  have  assumed  the  power  to  say,  in 
respect  to  contracts  which  have  no  other  purpose  and  no 
other  consideration  on  either  side  than  the  mutual  restraint 
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of  the  parties,  how  much  restraint  of  competition  is  in  the 
public  interest,  and  how  much  is  not 

The  manifest  danger  in  the  administration  of  justice  ac- 
cording to  so  shifting,  vague,  and  indeterminate  a  standard 
would  seem  to  be  a  strong  reason  against  adopting  it.  The 
cases  assuming  such  a  power  in  the  courts  are  Wickens  v. 
EvanSj  3  Younge  ft  J.  318 ;  Collins  v.  Locke,  4  App.  Cas.  674 ; 
Ontario  Salt  Co.  v.  Merchants'  Salt  Co.,  18  Grant  (U.  C.) 
540;  Kellogg  v.  Larkifi,  3  Pin.  128;  Leslie  v.  LoriUard,  110 
N.  Y.  619, 18  N.  E.  363. 

In  Wickens  v.  Evans,  three  trunk  manufacturers  of  Eng- 
land, who  had  competed  with  each  other  throughout  the 
realm  to  their  loss,  agreed  to  (livide  England  into  three  dis- 
tricts, each  party  to  have  one  district  exclusively  for  his 
trade,  and,  if  any  stranger  should  invade  the  district  of 
either  as  a  competitor,  they  agreed  ^^  to  meet  to  devise  means 
to  promote  their  own  views.''  The  restraint  was  held 
partial  and  reasonable,  because  it  left  the  trade  open  to  any 
third  party  in  either  district  In  answer  to  the  suggestion 
that  such  an  agreement  to  divide  up  the  beer  business  of  Lon- 
don among  the  London  brewers  would  lead  to  the  abuses  of 
monopoly,  it  was  replied  that  outside  competition  would  soon 
cure  such  abuses, — an  answer  that  would  validate  the  most 
complete  local  monopoly  of  the  present  day.  It  may  be,  as 
suggested  by  the  court,  that  local  monopolies  cannot  endure 
long,  because  their  very  existence  tempts  outside  capital 
into  competition ;  but  the  public  policy  embodied  in  the  com- 
mon law  requires  the  discouragement  of  monopolies,  how- 
ever temporary  their  existence  may  be.  The  public  interest 
may  suffer  severely  while  new  competition  is  slowly  develop- 
ing. The  case  can  hardly  be  reconciled  with  later  cases, 
hereafter  to  be  referred  to,  in  England  and  America.  It  is 
true  that  there  wjis  in  this  case  no  direct  evidence  of  a  desire 
by  the  parties  to  regulate  prices,  and  it  has  been  sometimes 
explained  on  the  theory  that  the  agreement  was  solely  to  re- 
duce the  expenses  incident  to  a  business  covering  the  realm 
by  restricting  its  territorial  extent;  but  it  is  difficult  to  escape 
the  conclusion  that  the  restraint  upon  each  two  of  the  three 
parties  was  imposed  to  secure  to  the  other  a  monopoly  and 
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power  to  control  prices  in  the  territory  assigned  to  him, 
because  the  final  clause  in  the  contract  implies  that,  when  it 
was  executed,  there  were  no  other  competitors  except  the 
parties  in  the  territory  divided. 

Collins  T.  Locke  was  a  case  in  the  privy  council.  The  ac- 
tion was  brought  to  enforce  certain  articles  of  agreement  by 
and  between  four  of  the  leading  master  stevedore  contracting 
firms  in  Melbourne,  Australia,  who  did  practicaUy  all  the 
business  of  that  port.  The  court  (composed  of  Sir  Barnes 
Peacock,  Sir  Montague  E.  Smith,  and  Sir  Robert  P.  Collier) 
describes  the  scope  and  purposes  of  the  agreement  and  the 
view  of  the  court  as  follows : 

"The  objects  which  this  agreement  has  In  view  are  to  parcel  out 
the  stevedoring  bnsiness  of  the  port  among  the  parties  to  It,  and  so 
to  prevent  competition,  at  least  among  themselves,  and  also,  It  may  be, 
to  keep  up  the  price  to  be  paid  for  the  work.  Their  lordships  are  not 
prepared  to  say  that  an  agreement  having  these  objects  is  Invalid  if 
carried  into  effect  by  proper  means, — that  is,  by  [285]  provisions 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  purpose, — though  the  effect  of  theni 
might  be  to  create  a  partial  restraint  upon  tlie  power  of  the  parties  to 
exercise  their  trade." 

No  attempt  is  made  to  justify  the  view  thus  comprehen- 
sively stated,  or  to  support  it  by  authority,  or  to  reconcile 
it  with  the  general  doctrine  of  the  common  law  that  con- 
tracts restraining  competition,  raising  prices,  and  tending 
to  a  monopoly,  as  this  is  conceded  by  the  court,  to  have  been, 
are  void.  The  court  ignores  the  public  interest  that  prices 
shall  l)e  regulated  by  competition,  and  assumes  the  power  in 
the  court  to  uphold  and  enforce  a  contract  securing  a  mo- 
nopoly if  it  affect  only  one  port,  so  as  to  be  but  a  partial  re- 
straint of  trade.  The  case  is  directly  at  variance  with  the 
decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Illinois  in  More  v.  Bennett, 
140  111.  69,  29  N.  E.  888,  hereafter  discussed,  and  cannot  be 
reconciled  in  principle  with  many  of  the  other  cases  cited. 

The  Canadian  case  of  Ontario  Salt  Co.  v.  Merchants^  Salt 
Co.  is  another  one  upon  which  counsel  for  the  defendants 
rely.  That  was  the  decision  of  a  vice  chancellor.  Six 
salt  companies,  in  order  to  maintain  prices,  combined,  and 
put  their  business  under  the  control  of  a  committee,  and 
agreed  not  to  sell  except  through  the  committee.  It  was 
held  that  because  it  appeared  that  there  were  other  salt 
companies  in  the  province,  and  because  the  combiners  denied 
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that  they  intended  to  raise  prices,  but  only  to  maintain  them, 
the  contract  of  union  was  not  in  unlawful  restraint  of  trade. 
The  conclusion  and  argument  of  the  court  in  Salt  Co.  v. 
Guthrie^  35  Ohio  St.  666,  hereafter  stated,  would  seem  to  be 
a  sufficient  answer  to  this  case. 

Kellogg  v.  Larlcin^  3  Pin.  123,  was  an  early  case  in  Wiscon- 
sin, in  which  the  action  was  on  the  covenant  of  a  warehouse- 
man in  a  lease  of  his  warehouse,  by  which  he  agreed  to  de- 
vote his  services  to  the  lessee  at  certain  compensation,  and 
not  to  purchase  or  store  wheat  in  the  Milwaukee  market. 
The  covenant  was  held  valid.  Had  nothing  else  appeared  in 
the  case,  the  conclusion  would  have  been  clearly  right,  be- 
cause such  a  covenant  might  well  have  been  reasonably  nec- 
essary to  the  protection  of  the  lessee  in  his  enjoyment  of  the 
warehouse  and  the  good  will  of  the  lessor.  But  it  further 
appeared  that  this  lease,  with  the  covenant,  was  only  one  of 
many  such  executed  by  the  warehousemen  of  Milwaukee  to 
the  united  grain  dealers  of  that  city,  to  enable  the  latter  to 
obtain  absolute  control  of  the  wheat  market  in  Milwaukee. 
The  court  held  the  latter  combination  valid  also.  The  de- 
cision cannot  be  upheld,  in  view  of  the  more  modem  authori- 
ties hereafter  referred  to. 

The  case  of  Leslie  v.  Lorillard^  110  N.  Y.  519, 18  N.  E.  363, 
would  seem  to  be  an  authority  against  our  view.  In  thai 
case  a  stockholder  sought  to  restrain  the  payment  of  an  an- 
nual payment  about  to  be  made  by  the  Old  Dominion  Steam- 
ship Company  under  a  contract  by  which  it  bought  off  the 
Lorillard  Steamship  Company  from  continuing  in  com- 
petition with  it  in  carrying  passengers  and  freight  between 
New  York  and  Norfolk.  The  contract  was  held  valid,  al- 
though it  had  no  purpose  except  the  restraining  of  compe- 
tition, and,  so  far  as  appears,  the  obtaining  of  the  complete 
control  of  the  business.  The  case  is  rested  on  Match  Co.  v. 
Roeher,  106  N.  Y.  473,  13  N.  E.  419,  which  was  a  case  of  tlie 
purchase  of  property  and  good  will.  It  proceeds  on  the 
[286]  general  proposition  "  that  competition  is  not  invari- 
ably a  public  benefaction ;  for  it  may  be  carried  on  to  such 
a  degree  as  to  become  a  general  evil,"  and  thus  leaves  it  to 
the  discretion  of  the  court  to  say  how  much  competition  is 
desirable,  and  how  much  is  mischievous,  and  accordingly 
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to  determine  whether  a  contract  is  bad  or  not  The  case  is 
directly  opposed  to  Anderson  v.  Jett^  89  Ky.  375,  12  S.  W. 
670,  hereafter  cited.  It  should  be  said  that  nothing  appears 
in  the  report  of  the  case  to  show  directly  that  the  purpose  of 
the  contract  was  to  reserve  the  entire  business  to  the  Dominion 
Company,  or  to  secure  to  it  the  power  of  regulating  prices, 
but  this  natural  inference  from  the  terms  of  the  contract  is 
not  negatived. 

The  case  of  Mogul  Steamship  Co.  v.  McGregor y  Gov)  <6  Co.^ 
[1892]  App.  Cas.  25,  has  been  cited  to  sustain  the  position  of 
the  defendants.  It  does  not  do  so.  It  was  a  suit  for  dam- 
ages, brought  by  a  company  engaged  in  the  tea-carrying 
trade  at  Hankow,  China,  against  six  other  companies  engaged 
in  the  same  trade,  for  loss  inflicted  by  an  alleged  unlawful 
conspiracy  entered  into  by  them  to  drive  the  plaintiff  out  of 
the  trade,  and  to  obtain  control  of  the  trade  themselves.  It 
appeared  that  the  defendants  agreed  to  conform  to  a  plan  of 
association,  by  which  they  should  constantly  underbid  the 
plaintiff,  and  take  away  his  trade  by  offering  exceptional 
and  very  favorable  terms  to  customers  dealing  exclusively 
with  the  members  of  the  association,  and  that  they  did  this  to 
control  the  business  the  next  season  after  he  had  been  thus 
driven  out  of  competition.  It  was  held  by  the  house  of 
lords  that  this  was  not  an  unlawful  and  indictable  conspiracy, 
giving  rise  to  a  cause  of  action  by  the  person  injured  thereby ; 
but  it  was  not  held  that  the  contract  of  association  entered 
into  by  the  defendants  was  not  void  and  unenforceable  at 
conmion  law.  On  the  contrary,  Lord  Bramwell,  in  his  judg- 
ment (at  page  46),  and  Lord  Hannen,  in  his  (at  page  68), 
distinctly  say  that  the  contract  of  association  was  void  as  in 
restraint  of  trade ;  but  all  the  law  lords  were  of  opinion  that 
contracts  void  as  in  restraint  of  trade  were  not  unlawful  in 
a  criminal  sense,  and  gave  no  right  of  action  for  damages  to 
one  injured  thereby.  The  statute  we  are  considering  ex- 
pressly gives  such  contracts  a  criminal  and  unlawful  char- 
acter. It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  whatever  of  relevancy 
the  Mogul  Steamship  Co.  Case  has  in  this  discussion  makes 
for,  rather  than  against,  our  conclusion. 

Two  other  cases  deserve  mention  here.  They  are  Roller 
Co.  V.  Cushman^  143  Mass.  853,  9  N.  E.  629,  and  Gloucester 
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Isinglass  dk  Glue  Co.  v.  Russia  Cement  Co..,  154  Mass.  92, 
27  N.  E.  1005.  In  these  cases  it  was  held  that  contracts  in 
restraint  of  trade  are  not  invalid  if  they  affect  trade  in 
articles  which,  though  useful  and  convenient,  are  not  articles 
of  prime  or  public  necessity,  and  therefore  contracts  between 
dealers  made  to  secure  complete  control  of  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  such  articles  were  supported.  In  the  first  case 
the  article  involved  was  a  fastening  of  a  certain  shade  roller, 
and  in  the  other  was  glue  made  from  fish  skins.  We  think 
the  cases  hereafter  cited  show  that  the  common  law  rule 
against  restraint  of  trade  extends  to  all  articles  of  merchan- 
dise, and  that  the  introduction  of  such  a  distinction  only 
furnishes  another  opportunity  for  courts  to  give  effect  to  the 
varying  economical  opinions  of  its  in-  [287]  dividual  mem- 
bers. It  might  be  difficult  to  say  why  it  was  any  more  im- 
portant to  prevent  restraints  of  trade  in  beer,  mineral  water, 
leather  clotii,  and  wire  cloth  than  of  trade  in  curtain  shades 
or  glue.  However  this  may  be,  the  cases  do  not  touch  the 
case  at  bar,  because  the  same  court,  in  Telegraph  Go.  v.  Crane^ 
160  Mass.  50,  35  N.  E.  98,  held  that  fire-alarm  telegraph  in- 
struments were  articles  of  sufficient  public  necessity  to  render 
imreasonable  restraints  of  trade  in  them  void,  and  certainly 
such  articles  are  not  more  necessary  for  public  use  than 
water,  gas,  and  sewer  pipe. 

There  are  other  cases  upon  which  counsel  of  defendants 
rely,  which,  in  our  judgment,  have  no  bearing  on  the  issue, 
or,  if  they  have,  are  clearly  within  the  rules  we  have  already 
stated.  One  is  a  case  in  which  a  railroad  company  made  a 
contract  with  a  sleeping-car  company  by  which  the  latter 
agreed  to  do  the  sleeping-car  business  of  the  railway  com- 
pany on  a  number  of  conditions,  one  of  which  was  that  no 
other  company  should  be  allowed  to  engage  in  the  sleeping- 
car  business  on  the  same  line.  Chicago^  St.  L.  <&  N.  O.  R. 
Co.  V.  Pullman  Southern  Car  Co.,  189  U.  S.  79,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
490.  The  main  purpose  of  such  a  contract  is  to  furnish 
sleeping-car  facilities  to  the  public.  The  railroad  company 
may  discharge  this  duty  itself  to  the  public,  and  allow  no 
one  else  to  do  it,  or  it  may  hire  some  one  to  do  it,  and,  to 
secure  the  necessary  investment  of  capital  in  the  discharge 
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of  the  duty,  may  secure  to  the  sleeping-car  company  the 
same  freedom  from  competition  that  it  would  have  itself  in 
discharging  the  duty.  The  restraint  upon  itself  is  properly 
proportioned  to,  and  is  only  ancillary  to,  the  main  purpose 
of  the  contract,  which  is  to  secure  proper  facilities  to  the 
public.  Exactly  the  same  principle  applies  to  similarly  ex- 
clusive contracts  with  express  companies,  and  stock-yard  de- 
livery companies.  Express  Gases^  117  U.  S.  1,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
542,  628;  Stock-Tards  Co.  v.  KeUh,  139  U.  S.  128,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  461 ;  Butchers*  dk  Drovers*  Stock-Yards  Co.  v.  LouisviUe 
dk  N.  R.  Co.,  81  U.  S.  App.  262, 14  C.  C.  A.  290,  and  67  Fed. 
35.  The  fact  is  that  it  is  quite  difficult  to  conceive  how  com- 
petition would  be  possible  upon  the  same  line  of  railway 
between  sleeping-car  companies  or  express  oHnpanies.  Such 
contracts  involve  the  hauling  of  sleeping  cars  or  express 
cars  on  each  express  train,  the  assignment  of  offices  in  each 
station,  and  various  running  arrangements,  which  it  would 
be  an  intolerable  burden  upon  the  railroad  company  to  make 
and  execute  for  two  companies  at  the  same  time.  And  the 
same  is  true  of  contracts  with  a  stock  delivery  company. 
The  railway  company  could  not  ordinarily  be  expected  to 
have  more  than  one  general  station  for  the  delivery  of  cattle 
in  any  one  town.  It  would  only  be  required  by  the  nature 
of  its  employment  to  furnish  such  facilities  as  were  reason- 
ably sufficient  for  the  business  at  that  place.  There  is  hardly 
more  objection  on  the  ground  of  public  policy  to  such  a  re- 
striction upon  a  railway  company  in  cases  like  these  than 
there  would  be  to  a  restriction  upon  a  lessor  not  to  allow  the 
subject-matter  of  the  lease  to  be  enjoyed  by  any  one  but  the 
lessee  during  the  lease.  The  privilege,  when  granted,  is 
hardly  capable  of  other  than  exclusive  enjoyment  The  pub- 
lic interest  is  satisfactorily  secured  by  the  requirement,  which 
may  be  enforced  by  any  member  of  the  pubUc,  to  [288]  wit, 
that  the  charges  allowed  shall  not  be  unreasonable,  and  the 
business  is  of  such  a  public  character  that  it  is  entirely  sub- 
ject to  legislative  regulation  in  the  same  interest 

Having  considered  the  cases  upon  which  the  counsel  for 
the  defendants  have  relied  to  maintain  the  proposition  that 
contracts  having  no  purpose  but  to  restrain  competition  and 
maintain  prices,  if  reasonable,  will  be  held  valid,  we  must 
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now  pass  in  rapid  reTiew  the  cases  that  make  for  an  opposite 
view. 

In  People  v.  Sheldon,  139  N.  Y.  251,  84  N.  E.  786,  all  the 
coal  dealers  in  the  city  of  Lockport,  N.  Y.,  entered  into  a 
contract  of  association,  forming  a  coal  exchange  to  pre- 
vent competition  by  constitating  the  exchange  the  sole  au- 
thority to  fix  the  price  to  be  charged  by  members  for  coal 
sold  by  them,  and  the  price  was  thus  fixed.  The  court  ap- 
proved a  charge  to  the  jury  that  even  if  this  was  merely  a 
combination  between  independent  coal  dealers  to  prevent 
competition  between  themselves  for  the  due  protection  of  the 
parties  to  it  against  ruinous  rivalry,  and  although  no  at- 
tempt was  made  to  charge  unreasonable  or  excessive  prices, 
it  was  inimical  to  trade  and  commerce,  whatever  might  bo 
done  under  it,  and  was  within  the  state  statute  making  » 
conspiracy  injurious  to  trade  indictable.  Said  Andrews. 
C.  J.  (page  264, 189  N.  Y.,  and  page  789, 34  N.  E.) : 

**  If  agreements  and  combinations  to  prevent  comiietition  in  prices 
are  or  may  be  hnrtful  to  trade,  the  only  sure  remedy  is  to  prohibit  all 
agreements  of  that  character.  If  the  validity  of  such  an  agreement 
was  made  to  depend  upon  actual  proof  of  public  prejudice  or  injury, 
it  would  be  very  difficult  In  any  case  to  establish  the  invalidity,  al- 
though the  moral  evidence  might  be  very  convincing." 

See,  to  the  same  effect,  Judd  v.  Harrington^  139  N.  Y.  105, 
84  N.  E.  790;  Leonard  v.  PooU,  114  N.  Y.  871,  21  N.  E.  707; 
De  Witt  Wire-Cloth  Co.  v.  N&w  Jersey  Wire-Cloth  Co. 
(Com.  PL)  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  277. 

In  Morris  Bun  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  St. 
173,  five  coal  companies  controlling  the  bituminous  coal  trade 
in  Korthem  Pennsylvania  agreed  to  allow  a  committee  to  fix 
prices  and  rates  of  freight,  and  to  fix  proportion  of  sales  by 
each.  Competition  was  not  destroyed,  because  the  anthra- 
cite coal  and  Cumberland  bituminous  coal  were  sold  in  com- 
petition with  this  coal.  The  association  was,  nevertheless, 
held  void,  as  in  illegal  restraint  of  trade  and  competition, 
and  tending  to  injure  the  public.  In  N ester  v.  Brewing  Co., 
161  Pa.  St.  473, 29  Atl.  102, 45  brewers  in  Philadelphia  made 
an  agreement  to  sell  beer  in  Philadelphia  and  Camden  at  a 
certain  price  to  be  fixed  by  a  conmiittee  of  their  number. 
Though  beer  could  hardly  be  said  to  be  an  article  of  prime 
necessity  like  coal,  yet,  as  it  was  an  article  of  merchandise, 
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the  contract  was  held  void,  as  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  tend- 
ing to  a  monopoly. 

In  Salt  Co.  v.  Guthrie^  85  Ohio  St  666,  the  salt  manufac- 
turers of  a  salt  producing  territory  in  Ohio,  with  some  excep- 
tions, combined  to  regulate  the  price  of  salt  by  preventing 
ruinous  competition  between  themselves,  and  agreed  to  sell 
only  at  prices  fixed  by  a  oonmiittee  of  their  number.  The 
supreme  court  of  Ohio  held  the  contract  void*  Judge  Mcll- 
vaine,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 

[289]  *'  The  clear  tendency  of  snch  an  agreement  is  to  establiBh  a 
monopoly,  and  to  destroy  competition  In  trade,  and  for  that  reason, 
on  the  ground  of  pubiic  policy,  courts  will  not  aid  in  its  enforcement 
It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  competition  in  the  salt  trade  was  not  in 
fact  destroyed,  or  that  the  price  of  the  commodity  was  not  unreason- 
ably advanced.  Ck)urts  will  not  stop  to  inquire  as  to  the  degree  of 
injury  inflicted  upon  the  public.  It  is  enough  to  know  that  the  ineyl- 
table  tendency  of  such  contracts  is  injurious  to  the  public" 

Other  Ohio  cases  which  presented  similar  facts,  and  in 
which  the  same  rule  was  enforced,  are  Emery  v.  Candle  Co.^ 
47  Ohio  St.  320,  24  N.  E.  660,  and  Hoifman  v.  Brooke^  11 
Wkly.  Law  Bui.  268. 

In  Anderson  v.  Jetty  89  Ky.  376, 12  S.  W.  .670,  two  owners 
of  steamboats  running  on  the  Kentucky  river  made  an  agree- 
ment to  keep  up  rates,  and  divide  net  profits,  to  prevent  ruin- 
ous competition  and  reduced  rates.  The  contract  was  held 
void. 

In  Chapin  v.  Brown,  88  Iowa,  156,  48  N.  W.  1074,  the 
grocerymen  in  a  town,  in  order  to  avoid  a  trade  in  butter 
which  was  burdensome,  agreed  not  to  buy  any  butter  or  to 
take  it  in  trade  except  for  use  in  their  own  families,  so  as  to 
throw  the  business  into  the  hands  of  one  man  who  dealt  in 
butter  exclusively.  The  agreement  was  held  invalid,  because 
in  restraint  of  trade,  and  tending  to  create  a  monopoly. 

In  Craft  v.  McConoughy,  79  111.  846,  five  grain  dealers  in 
Rochelle,  HI.,  agreed  to  conduct  their  business  as  if  inde- 
pendent of  each  other,  but  secretly  to  fix  prices  at  which  they 
would  sell  grain,  and  to  divide  profits  in  a  certain  propor- 
tion. This  was  held  void,  as  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  tend- 
ing to  create  a  monopoly.  In  More  v.  Bennett,  140  IlL  69, 
29  N.  E.  888,  articles  of  association  entered  into  by  only  a 
part  of  the  stenographers  of  Chicago  to  fix  a  schedide  of 
prices,  and  prevent  competition  among  their  members  and  a 
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consequent  reduction  of  prices,  was  held  void.    The  court 
said: 

"A  combination  among  a  number  of  persons  engaged  in  a  particuiar 
business  to  stifle  or  prevent  competition,  and  thereby  to  enhance  or 
diminish  prices  to  a  point  above  or  below  what  they  would  be  if  left 
to  the  influence  of  unrestricted  competition,  is  contrary  to  public 
policy.  Contracts  in  partial  restraint  of  trade  which  the  law  sustains 
are  those  entered  Into  by  a  vendor  of  a  business  and  its  good  will 
with  its  vendee,  by  which  the  vendor  agrees  not  to  engage  in  the  same 
business  within  a  limited  territory ;  and  the  restraint,  to  be  valid,  must 
be  no  more  extensive  than  is  reasonably  necessary  for  the  protection 
of  the  vendee  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  business  purchased." 

As  already  said,  this  case  is  in  direct  conflict  with  Collins 
V.  Locke,  4  App.  Cas.  674,  discussed  above.  To  the  same 
effect  as  More  v.  Bennett  are  Ford  v.  Association^  155  111.  166, 
39  N.  E.  651,  and  Bishop  v.  Preservers  Co.,  157  111.  284,  41 
N.  E.  765. 

In  Association  v.  Niezerowski^  95  Wis.  129,  70  N.  W.  166, 
the  suit  was  on  a  note  given  in  pursuance  of  the  secret  rules  of 
an  association  of  60  out  of  the  75  master  masons  in  Milwau- 
kee, by  which  all  bids  for  work  about  to  be  let  were  first  made 
to  the  association,  and  the  lowest  bidder  was  then  required  to 
add  6  per  cent,  to  his  bid,  and,  if  the  bid  was  more  than  8  per 
cent  below  the  next  lowest  bidder,  more  than  6  per  cent, 
might  be  added.  Each  member  was  required  to  pay  to  the 
association  6  per  cent,  of  his  estimates  when  due,  for  subse- 
quent distribution.  In  declaring  the  contract  void,  the  court 
said: 

[890]  '*  The  combination  in  question  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and 
strikes  at  the  Interests  of  those  of  the  public  desiring  to  build,  and 
between  whom  and  the  association  or  the  members  thereof  there  exist 
no  contract  relations." 

In  Vulcan  Powder  Co.  v.  Hercules  Powder  Co.,  96  Cal. 
510, 31  Pac.  581,  four  powder  companies  of  California  agreed 
that  each  should  sell  at  a  price  to  be  fixed  by  a  committee  of 
their  representatives,  and  should  pay  over  to  the  others  the 
profits  on  any  excess  of  sales  over  a  fixed  proportion  of  the 
total  sales.    The  contract  was  held  void. 

In  on  Co.  V.  Adoue,  83  Tex.  650, 19  S.  W.  274,  five  owners 
of  cotton-seed  oil  mills  in  Texas  made  an  agreement  not  to  sell 
at  less  than  certain  agreed  prices.  One  guarantied  profits  to 
the  four  others,  and  suit  was  brought  on  the  guaranty.  It 
was  held  void,  as  restraining  trade,  and  tending  to  a  monop- 
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oly,  even  though  the  evidence  failed  to  establish  that  it 
effected  a  monopoly. 

In  Association  v.  Kock^  14  La.  Ann.  168,  eight  commercial 
firms  in  New  Orleans  holding  a  large  quantity  of  cotton  bag- 
ging entered  into  an  agreement  by  which  they  stipulated 
that  for  three  months  no  member  should  sell  a  bale  except  by 
a  vote  of  the  majority.  It  was  held  that  the  contract  was 
"  palpably  and  unequivocally  a  combination  in  restraint  of 
trade,  and  to  enhance  the  price  in  the  market  of  an  article  of 
primary  necessity  to  cotton  planters.  Such  combinations  arc 
contrary  to  public  order,  and  cannot  be  enforced  in  a  court 
of  justice." 

In  Hilton  v.  Eckersley^  6  El.  &  Bl.  47,  it  was  held  that  an 
agreement  between  18  cotton  manufacturers  to  submit  to  the 
control  of  a  committee  of  their  number  for  12  months  the 
question  as  to  prices  to  be  paid  for  labor  and  the  terms  of 
employment,  in  order  to  resist  the  aggressions  of  an  associa- 
tion of  workingmen,  w^s  void  and  unenforceable,  because  in 
restraint  of  trade. 

In  Vrmston  v.  Whitelegg^  63  L.  T.  (N.  S.)  455,  a  case  in 
the  queen's  bench  division,  before  Day  and  Lawrence,  JJ., 
the  action  was  brought  to  enforce  a  penalty  under  the  rules 
of  the  Bolton  Mineral  Water  Manufacturers'  Association, 
which  recited  that  the  object  of  the  association  was  to  main- 
tain the  price  of  mineral  water,  and  boimd  the  members  for 
10  years  not  to  sell  at  less  than  9d.  a  dozen  bottles,  or  at  not 
less  than  any  higher  price  fixed  by  the  committee,  on  penalty 
of  £10  for  each  violation.    Day,  J.,  said : 

"  If  a  contract  for  raising  prices  against  the  pubHc  interest  is  a  con- 
tract In  restraint  of  trade,  this  is  undoubtedly  such  a  contract  Dar- 
ing the  last  hundred  years  great  changes  have  taken  place  in  the  views 
of  the  public,  of  the  legislature,  and  therefore  of  the  judges,  on  the 
matter,  and  many  old-fashioned  offenses  have  disappeared;  but  the 
rule  still  obtains  that  combination  for  the  mere  purpose  of  raising 
prices  Is  not  enforceable  In  a  court  of  law.  This  contract  la  illegal 
in  the  sense  of  not  being  enforceable.  It  is  not  necessary  that  it 
should  be  such  as  to  form  the  ground  of  criminal  proceedings." 

In  the  foregoing  cases  the  only  consideration  of  the  agree- 
ment restraining  the  trade  of  one  party  was  the  agreement  of 
the  other  to  the  same  effect,  and  there  was  no  relation  of  part- 
nership, or  of  vendor  and  vendee,  or  of  employer  and  em- 
ploy6.    Where  such  relation  exists  between  the  parties,  as 
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already  stated,  restraints  are  usually  enforceable  if  com- 
mensurate only  with  the  reasonable  pro-  [291]  tection  of 
the  covenantee  in  respect  to  the  main  transactions  affected 
by  the  contract.  But,  in  recent  years,  even  the  fact  that  the 
contract  is  one  for  the  sale  of  property  or  of  business  and 
good  will,  or  for  the  making  of  a  partnership  or  a  corpora- 
tion, has  not  saved  it  from  invalidity  if  it  could  be  shown 
that  it  was  only  part  of  a  plan  to  acquire  all  the  property 
used  in  a  business  by  one  management  with  a  view  to  estab- 
lishing a  monopoly.  Such  cases  go  a  step  further  than  those 
already  considered.  In  them  the  actual  intent  to  monopolize 
must  appear.  It  is  not  deemed  enough  that  the  mere  ten- 
dency of  the  provisions  of  the  contract  should  be  to  restrain 
competition.  In  such  oases  the  restraint  of  competition 
ceases  to  be  ancillary,  and  becomes  the  main  purpose  of  the 
contract,  and  the  transfer  of  property  and  good  will,  or  the 
partnership  agreement,  is  merely  ancillary  and  subordinate 
to  that  purpose.  The  principal  cases  of  this  class  are  Ricfi- 
ardson  v.  Buhl^  77  Midi.  682,  43  N.  W.  1102;  Arnot  v.  Coal 
Co.,  68  N.  Y.  558;  People  ▼.  Milk  Exchange,  145  N.  Y.  267, 
39  N.  E.  1062;  People  v.  Refining  Co.,  64  Hun,  366,  7  N.  Y. 
Supp.  406;  State  v.  Nebraska  Distilling  Co.,  29  Neb.  700, 4(^ 
N.  W.  155;  State  v.  Standard  OU  Co.,  49  Ohio  St.  137,  30 
N.  E.  279 ;  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Klotz,  44  Fed.  721 ;  Di^- 
tUUng  <&  Cattle  Feeding  Co.  v.  People,  156  HI.  448,  41  N.  E. 
188;  Carbon  Co.  v.  McMilUn,  119  N.  Y.  46,  23  N.  E.  580: 
Harrow  Co.  v.  Hench,  83  Fed.  86;  Factor  Co.  v.  Ailer,  90 
Cal.  110,  27  Pac.  36;  Lumber  Co.  v.  Hayes,  76  Cal.  387,  18 
Pac.  391. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  cited,  there  are  others  which  sus- 
tain the  general  principle,  but  in  them  there  exists  the  ad- 
ditional reason  for  holding  the  contracts  invalid  that  the 
parties  were  engaged  in  a  quasi  public  employment.  They 
are  Gibbs  v.  Gas  Co.,  130  U.  S.  396,  9  Sup.  Ct.  653;  People 
V.  Chicago  Gas  Trust  Co.,  130  HI.  268,  22  N.  E.  798;  Stock- 
Urn  V.  Railroad  Co.,  50  N.  J.  Eq.  52,  24  Atl.  964;  West  Va. 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Ohio  River  Pipe-Line  Co.,  22  W.  Va.  600; 
Hooker  v.  Vandewater,  4  Denio,  349;  Stanton  v.  AUen,  5 
Denio,  484;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Collins,  40  Ga.  682;  Haalehurst 
V.  Railroad  Oo^^QsulB. 

10870^-8.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 51 
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Upon  this  review  of  the  law  and  the  authorities,  we  can 
have  no  doubt  that  the  association  of  the  defendants,  how- 
ever reasonable  the  prices  they  fixed,  however  great  the  com- 
petition they  had  to  encounter,  and  however  great  the  nec«- 
sity  for  curbing  themselves  by  joint  agreement  from  conmiit- 
ting  financial  suicide  by  ill-advised  competition,  was  void 
at  common  law,  because  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  tending  to 
a  monopoly.  But  the  facts  of  the  case  do  not  require  us  to 
go  so  far  as  this,  for  they  show  that  the  attempted  justifica- 
tion of  this  association  on  the  grounds  stated  is  without 
foundation. 

The  defendants,  being  manufacturers  and  vendors  of  cast- 
iron  pipe,  entered  into  a  combination  to  raise  the  prices  for 
pipe  for  all  the  states  west  and  south  of  New  York,  Penn- 
sylvania, and  Virginia,  constituting  considerably  more  than 
three-quarters  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  and  sig- 
nificantly called  by  the  associates  "pay  territory.''  Their 
joint  anual  output  was  220,000  tons.  The  total  capacity  of  all 
the  other  cast-iron  pipe  manufacturers  in  the  pay  territory 
was  170,500  tons.  Of  this,  45,000  tons  was  the  ca-  [298] 
pacity  of  mills  in  Texas,  Colorado,  and  Oregon,  so  far  re- 
moved from  that  part  of  the  pay  territory  where  the  demand 
was  considerable  that  necessary  freight  rates  excluded  them 
from  the  possibility  of  competing,  and  12,000  tons  was  the 
possible  annual  capacity  of  a  mill  at  St.  Louis,  which  was 
practically  under  the  same  management  as  that  of  one  of 
the  defendants'  mills.  Of  the  remainder  of  the  mills  in  pay 
territory  and  outside  of  the  combination,  one  was  at  Colum- 
bus, Ohio,  two  in  northern  Ohio,  and  one  in  Michigan. 
Their  aggregate  possible  annual  capacity  was  about  one- 
half  the  usual  annual  output  of  the  defendants'  mills.  They 
were,  it  will  be  observed,  at  the  extreme  northern  end  of 
the  pay  territory,  while  the  defendants'  mills  at  Cincinnati, 
Louisville,  Chattanooga,  and  South  Pittsburg,  and  Annis- 
ton,  and  Bessemer,  were  grouped  much  nearer  to  the  center 
of  the  pay  territory.  The  freight  upon  cast-iron  pipe 
amounts  to  a  considerable  percentage  of  the  price  at  which 
manufacturers  can  deliver  it  at  any  great  distance  from  the 
place  of  manufacture.  Within  the  margin  of  the  freight 
per  ton  which  Eastern  manufacturers  would  have  to  pay  to 
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deliver  pipe  in  pay  territory,  the  defendants,  by  controlling 
two-thirds  of  the  output  in  pay  territory,  were  practically 
able  to  fix  prices.  The  competition  of  the  Ohio  and  Michi- 
gan mills,  of  course,  somewhat  affected  their  power  in  this 
respect  in  the  northern  part  of  the  pay  territory;  but,  the 
further  south  the  place  of  delivery  was  to  be,  the  more  com- 
plete the  monopoly  over  the  trade  which  the  defendants 
were  able  to  exercise,  within  the  limit  already  described. 
Much  evidence  is  adduced  upon  affidavit  to  prove  that  de- 
fendants had  no  power  arbitrarily  to  fix  prices,  and  that 
they  were  always  obliged  to  meet  competition.  To  the  ex- 
tent that  they  could  not  impose  prices  on  the  public  in  ex- 
cess of  the  cost  price  of  pipe  with  freight  from  the  Atlantic 
seaboard  added,  this  is  true;  but,  within  that  limit,  they 
could  fix  prices  as  they  chose.  The  most  cogent  evidence 
that  they  had  this  power  is  the  fact,  everywhere  apparent 
in  the  record,  that  they  exercised  it.  The  details  of  the  way 
in  which  it  was  maintained  are  somewhat  obscured  by  the 
manner  in  which  the  proof  was  adduced  in  the  court  below, 
upon  affidavits  solely,  and  without  the  clarifying  effect  of 
cross-examination,  but  quite  enough  appears  to  leave  no 
doubt  of  the  ultimate  fact  The  defendants  were,  by  their 
combination,  therefore  able  to  deprive  the  public  in  a  large 
territory  of  the  advantages  otherwise  accruing  to  them  from 
the  proximity  of  defendants'  pipe  factories,  and,  by  keeping 
prices  just  low  enough  to  prevent  competition  by  Eastern 
manufacturers,  to  compel  the  public  to  pay  an  increase  over 
what  the  price  would  have  been,  if  fixed  by  competition  be- 
tween defendants,  nearly  equal  to  the  advantage  in  freight 
rates  enjoyed  by  defendants  over  Eastern  competitors.  The 
defendants  acquired  this  power  by  voluntarily  agreeing  to 
sell  only  at  prices  fixed  by  their  committee,  and  by  allowing 
the  highest  bidder  at  the  secret "  auction  pool  "  to  become  the 
lowest  bidder  of  them  at  the  public  letting.  Now,  the  re- 
straint thus  imposed  on  themselves  was  only  partial.  It 
did  not  cover  the  United  States.  There  was  not  a  complete 
monopoly.  It  was  tempered  by  the  fear  of  competition,  and 
it  affected  only  a  part  of  the  price.  But  this  certainly  does 
not  [293]  take  the  contract  of  association  out  of  the  an- 
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nulling  effect  of  the  rule  against  monopolies.  In  27.  S.  t. 
E.  G.  Knight  Co.,  156  U.  S.  1,  16,  15  Sup.  a.  255,  Chief 
Justice  Fuller,  in  speaking  for  the  court,  said : 

"Again,  all  the  authorities  agree  that,  in  order  to  vitiate  a  contract 
or  combination,  it  is  not  essential  that  its  result  should  be  a  complete 
monopoly.  It  is  sufficient  if  It  really  tends  to  that  end,  and  to  de- 
prive the  public  of  the  advantages  which  flow  from  free  competitJoiL" 

It  has  been  earnestly  pressed  upon  us  that  the  prices  at 
which  the  cast-iron  pipe  was  sold  in  pay  territory  were  rea- 
sonable. A  great  many  affidavits  of  purchasers  of  pipe  in 
pay  territory,  all  drawn  by  the  same  hand  or  from  the  same 
model,  are  produced,  in  which  the  affiants  say  that,  in  their 
opinion,  the  prices  at  which  pipe  has  been  sold  by  de- 
fendants have  been  reasonable.  We  do  not  think  the  issue 
an  important  one,  because,  as  already  stated,  we  do  not  think 
that  at  common  law  there  is  any  question  of  reasonableness 
open  to  the  courts  with  reference  to  such  a  contract.  Its 
tendency  was  certainly  to  give  defendants  the  power  to 
charge  imreasonable  prices,  had  they  chosen  to  do  so.  But, 
if  it  were  important,  we  should  imhesitatingly  find  that  the 
prices  charged  in  the  instances  which  were  in  evidence  were 
unreasonable.  The  letters  from  the  manager  of  the  Chatta- 
nooga foundry  written  to  the  other  defendants,  and  discuss- 
ing the  prices  fixed  by  the  association,  do  not  leave  the  slight- 
est doubt  upon  this  point,  and  outweigh  the  perfunctory 
affidavits  produced  by  the  defendants.  The  cost  of  produc- 
ing pipe  at  Chattanooga,  together  with  a  reasonable  profit, 
did  not  exceed  $15  a  ton.  It  could  have  been  delivered  at 
Atlanta  at  $17  to  $18  a  ton,  and  yet  the  lowest  price  which 
that  foundry  was  permitted  by  the  rules  of  the  association  to 
bid  was  $24.25.  The  same  thing  was  true  all  through  pay 
territory  to  a  greater  or  less  degree,  and  especially  at  "re- 
served cities." 

Another  aspect  of  this  contract  of  association  brings  it 
within  the  term  used  in  the  statute,  "a  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  trade.''  A  conspiracy  is  a  combination  of  two  or 
more  persons  to  accomplish  an  unlawful  end  by  lawful 
means  or  a  lawful  end  by  unlawful  means.  In  the  answer 
of  the  defendants,  it  is  averred  that  the  chief  way  in  which 
cnst-iron  pipe  is  sold  is  by  contracts  let  after  competitive 
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bidding  invited  by  the  intending  purchaser.  It  would  have 
much  interfered  with  the  smooth  working  of  defendants' 
association  had  its  existence  and  purposes  become  known  to 
the  public.  A  part  of  the  plan  was  a  deliberate  attempt  to 
create  in  the  minds  of  the  members  of  the  public  inviting 
bids  the  belief  that  competiticm  existed  between  the  defend- 
ants. Several  of  the  defendants  were  required  to  bid  at 
every  letting,  and  to  make  their  bids  at  such  prices  that  the 
one  akeady  selected  to  obtain  the  contract  should  have  the 
lowest  bid.  It  is  well  settled  that  an  agreement  between  in- 
tending bidders  at  a  public  auction  or  a  public  letting  not  to 
bid  against  each  other,  and  thus  to  prevent  competition,  is  a 
fraud  upon  the  intending  vendor  or  c<mtractor,  and  the  en- 
suing sale  or  contract  will  be  set  aside.  Breslin  v.  Brovm^ 
24  Ohio  St.  665;  AtcJieson  v.  Mallon,  43  N.  Y.  147;  Loyd  v. 
McHone^  28  111.  41 ;  Wooton  v.  Hmkle^  20  Mo.  290;  Phippen 
V.  Sticknet/j  3  Mete.  (Mass.)  384;  Kearney  v.  Taylor^  15 
How.  494,  [294]  519;  Wilbur  v.  How,  8  Jolms.  444;  Ean- 
nah  V.  Fife^  27  Mich.  172;  Gihhs  v.  Smithy  115  Mass.  592; 
Swan  V.  Chorpcnning,  20  Cal.  182;  Gardiner  v.  Morse^  26 
Me.  140;  Imjram  v.  Ingram^  49  N.  C.  188;  Brisbane  v. 
Adams^  3  N.  Y.  129 ;  Woodruff  v.  Berry,  40  Ark.  251 ;  Wald, 
PoL  Cont  310,  note  by  Mr.  Wald,  and  cases  cited.  The  case 
of  Janes  v.  North,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  426,  to  the  contrary,  cannot 
be  supported.  The  largest  purchasers  of  pipe  are  municipal 
corporations,  and  they  are  by  law  required  to  solicit  bids  for 
the  sale  of  pipe  in  order  that  the  public  may  get  the  benefit 
of  competition.  One  of  the  means  adopted  by  the  defend- 
ants in  their  plan  of  combination  was  this  illegal  and  fraudu- 
lent effort  to  evade  such  laws,  and  to  deceive  intending  pur- 
chasers. No  matter  what  the  excuse  for  the  combination  by 
defendants  in  restraint  of  trade,  the  illegality  of  the  means 
stamps  it  as  a  conspiracy,  and  so  brings  it  within  that  term 
of  the  federal  statute. 

The  second  question  is  whetlier  the  trade  restrained  by  the 
combination  of  the  defendants  was  interstate  trade.  The 
mills  of  the  defendants  were  situated,  two  in  Alabama,  two 
in  Tennessee,  one  in  Kentucky,  and  one  in  Ohio.  The  in- 
variable custom  in  sales  of  pipe  required  the  seller  to  deliver 
the  pipe  at  the  place  wh#»>re  it  was  to  be  used  by  the  buyer. 
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and  to  include  in  the  price  the  cost  of  delivery.  The  con- 
tracts, as  the  answer  of  the  defendants  avers,  were  invariably 
made  after  public  letting  at  the  home,  and  in  the  state,  of 
the  buyer.  The  pay  territory,  sales  in  which  it  was  the  pro- 
fessed object  of  the  defendants  to  regulate  by  their  contract  of 
association,  included  36  states.  The  cities  which  were  espe- 
cially reserved  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants  were  Atlanta 
and  Anniston,  reserved  to  the  Anniston  mill,  in  Alabama; 
New  Orleans  and  Chattanooga,  reserved  to  the  Chattanooga 
mill,  in  Tennessee;  St  Louis  and  Birmingham,  reserved  to 
the  Bessemer  mill,  in  Alabama;  Omaha,  reserved  to  the 
South  Pittsburg  mill,  in  Tennessee;  Louisville,  New  Albany, 
and  Jeflfersonville,  reserved  to  Dennis  Long  &  Co.,  of  Louis- 
ville; and  Cincinnati,  Newport,  and  Covington,  reserved 
to  the  Addyston  mill,  in  Ohio.  Under  the  agreement, 
every  request  for  bids  from  any  place,  except  the  reserved 
cities,  sent  to  any  one  of  the  defendants,  was  submitted  to 
the  central  committee,  who  fixed  a  price,  and  the  contract 
was  awarded  to  that  member  who  would  agree  to  pay  for 
the  benefit  of  the  other  members  of  the  association  the 
largest  "  bonus,"  In  the  case  of  the  reserved  cities,  the 
successful  bidder  having  been  already  fixed,  the  association 
determined  the  price  and  bonus  to  be  paid.  The  contract  of 
association  restrained  every  defendant  except  the  one  se- 
lected to  receive  the  contract  from  soliciting  (in  good  faith) 
or  making  a  contract  for  pipe  with  the  intending  purchaser 
at  all,  and  restrained  the  defendant  so  selected  from  making 
the  contract  except  at  the  price  fixed  by  the  committee.  In 
cases  of  pipe  to  be 'purchased  in  any  state  of  tiie  86  in  pay 
territory,  except  4,  each  one  of  the  defendants,  by  his  con- 
tract of  association,  restrained  his  freedom  of  trade  in  re- 
spect to  making  a  contract  in  that  state  for  the  sale  of  pipe 
to  be  delivered  across  state  lines;  five  of  them  agreeing  not 
to  make  such  a  contract  at  all,  and  the  sixth  agreeing  not  to 
make  the  contract  below  a  fixed  price.  "With  respect  to  sales 
in  Ohio,  Kentucky,  [295]  Tennessee,  and  Alabama,  the  effect 
of  the  contract  of  association  was  to  bind  at  least  three, 
sometimes  four,  and  sometimes  five,  of  the  defendants  not 
to  make  a  contract  at  all  in  those  states  for  the  sale  and 
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delivery  of  pipe  from  another  state;  and  if  the  job  were 
assigned,  as  it  might  be,  to  one  living  in  a  different  state  from 
the  place  of  the  contract  and  delivery,  its  effect  would  be  to 
bind  him  not  to  sdl  and  deliver  pipe  across  state  lines  at  less 
than  a  certain  price.  It  thus  appears  that  no  sale  or  pro* 
posed  sale  can  be  suggested  within  the  scope  of  the  contract 
of  association  with  respect  to  which  that  contract  did  not 
restrain  at  least  three,  often  four,  more  often  five,  and  usually 
all,  of  the  defendants  in  the  exercise  of  the  freedom,  which 
but  for  the  contract  would  have  been  theirs,  of  selling  in  one 
state  pipe  to  be  delivered  from  another  state  at  any  price  they 
might  see  fit  to  fix.  Can  there  be  any  doubt  that  this  was  a 
restraint  of  interstate  tra^e  and  commerce?  Mr.  Justice 
Field,  in  County  of  MoMe  v.  Kimball,  102  U.  S,  691,  G96, 
said: 

"Commerce  with  foi*eign  countries  and  among  the  states,  strictly 
considered,  consists  in  intercourse  and  traffic,  and  the  transportatlou 
and  transit  of  persons  and  property,  as  well  as  the  purchase,  sale,  and 
exchange  of  commodities." 

In  Bobbins  v.  Taxing  Dist,  120  U.  S.  489,  7  Sup.  Ct  592, 
a  law  of  Tennessee,  which  imposed  a  tax  on  all  "  drummers  " 
who  solicited  orders  on  samples,  was  held  unconstitutional 
in  so  far  as  it  applied  to  the  drummer  of  an  Ohio  firm,  who 
was  soliciting  orders  for  goods  to  be  sent  from  Ohio  to  pur- 
chasers in  Tennessee,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  tax  on  in- 
terstate commerce.  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
that  case,  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  said  (page  497,  120  U.  S. 
and  page  596,  7  Sup.  Ct.)  that  a  tax  on  the  sale  of  goods,  or 
the  offer  to  sell  them  before  they  are  brought  into  the  state, 
was  clearly  a  tax  on  interstate  commerce.    He  further  said : 

**  The  negotiation  of  sales  of  goods  which  are  in  another  state,  for 
the  purpose  of  introducing  them  into  the  state  in  which  the  negotia- 
tion Is  made,  Is  interstate  commerce.'* 

The  principle  thus  announced  has  been  reaffirmed  by  the 
court  in  Corson  v.  Maryland,  120  U.  S.  502,  7  Sup.  Ct.  655 ;  in 
Asher  V.  Texas,  128  U.  S.  129,  9  Sup.  Ct,  1;  in  Stoutetiburffh 
V.  Hennick,  129  U.  S.  141,  9  Sup.  Ct.  256;  and  in  Brennan  v. 
City  of  TitusviOe,  153  U.  S.  289, 14  Sup.  Ct  829.  The  point 
of  these  cases  was  emphasized  by  the  distinction  taken  in 
EmeH  v.  Mi^ovri,  156  U.  S.  296,  15  Sup.  Ct.  867,  in  whidi 
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the  validity  of  a  law  of  Missouri,  imposing  a  tax  on  peddlers, 
was  in  question.  The  plaintiff  in  error,  conyicted  under  the 
law  of  failure  to  pay  the  tax,  was  the  selling  agent  of  a  New 
Jersey  sewing  machine  manufacturing  company,  who  carried 
the  machine  for  sale  with  him  in  his  wagon.  It  was  held 
that  in  sudi  a  esse,  the  machine  having  become  part  of  the 
mass  of  property  in  the  state,  the  tax  on  the  peddler  was 
not  a  tax  on  interstate  commerce. 

If,  then,  the  soliciting  of  orders  for,  and  the  sale  of,  goods 
in  one  state,  to  be  delivered  from  another  state,  is  interstate 
conunerce  in  its  strictest  and  hi^est  sensey— such  thut  the 
states  are  excluded  by  the  federal  eonstitutioa  from  a  right 
to  regulate  or  tax  the  same, — ^it  ^ms  dear  that  oontracts  in 
restraint  of  such  solidta-  [296]  tions,  negotiations,  and 
sales  are  contracts  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce.  The 
anti-trust  law  is  an  effort  by.  congress  to  regulate  interstate 
commerce.  Such  commerce  as  the  states  are  excluded  from 
burdening  or  regulating  in  any  way  by  tax  or  otherwise, 
because  of  the  power  of  congress  to  regulate  interstate  com- 
merce, must,  of  necessity,  be  the  commerce  which  congress 
may  regulate,  and  which,  by  the  terms  of  the  anti-trust  law, 
it  has  regulated.  We  can  see  no  escape  from  the  conclu- 
sion, therefore,  that  the  contract  of  the  defendants  was  in 
restraint  of  interstate  commerce. 

The  learned  judge  who  dismissed  the  bill  at  the  circuit  was 
of  opinion  that  the  contract  of  association  only  indirectly 
affected  interstate  commerce,  and  relied  chiefly  for  this  con- 
chision  on  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of 
Z7.  S.  V.  E.  0.  Knight  Co.,  156  U.  S.  1, 15  Sup.  Ct  249.  In 
that  case  the  bill  filed  under  the  anti-trust  law  sought  to 
enjoin  the  defendants  from  continuing  a  union  of  substan- 
tially all  the  sugar  refineries  of  the  country  for  the  refining  of 
raw  sugars  The  supreme  court  held  that  the  monopoly 
thus  effected  was  not  within  the  law,  because  the  contract  or 
agreement  of  union  related  only  to  the  manufacture  of  refined 
siigar,  and  not  to  its  sale  throughout  the  country ;  that  manu- 
facture preceded  commerce,  and  although  the  manufacture 
under  a  monopoly  might,  and  doubtless  would,  indirectly  af- 
fect both  internal  and  interstate  conmierce,  it  was  not  within 
the  power  of  congress  to  regulate  manufa^^tures  within  a  state 
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on  that  ground.  The  case  arose  on  a  bill  in  equity  filed  by 
the  United  States  under  the  anti-trust  act,  praying  for  relief 
in  respect  of  certain  agreements  under  which  the  American 
Sugar-Refining  Company  had  purchased  the  stock  of  four 
Philadelphia  sugar-refining  companies  with  shares  of  its  own 
stock,  whereby  the  American  Company  acquired  nearly  com- 
plete control  of  the  manufacture  of  refined  sugar  in  this 
country.  The  relief  sought  was  the  cancellation  of  the 
agreements  of  purchase,  the  redelivery  of  the  stock  to  the 
parties  respectively,  and  an  injunction  against  the  furtlier 
performance  of  the  agreements  and  further  violations  of 
the  act  The  chief  justice,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of, 
the  court,  said : 

"Tbe  argument  is  that  tbe  power  to  control  tbe  manufacture  of 
refined  sugar  is  a  monopoly  over  a  necessity  of  life,  to  the  enjoyment 
of  wblcb  by  a  Inrge  part  of  tbe  population  of  tbe  United  States  inter- 
state commerce  is  indispensable,  and  tliat  therefore,  tbe  general  gov- 
ernment, in  tbe  exercine  of  tbe  power  to  regulate  commerce,  may 
repress  sncb  monopoly  directly,  and  set  aside  tbe  instruments  wbicb 
bave  created  it  *  *  *  Doubtless  the  power  to  control  the  manu- 
facture of  a  given  thing  involves  in  a  certain  sense  tbe  control  of  its 
disposition,  but  this  is  a  secondary,  and  not  the  primary,  s^ise ;  and, 
altboQgb  tbe  exercise  of  that  power  may  result  in  bringing  tbe  opera- 
tion of  commerce  Into  play,  it  does  not  control  It,  and  it  affects  it  only 
incidentally  and  indirectly.  Ck)mmerce  succeeds  to  manufacture,  and 
is  not  a  part  c^  it  Tbe  pow^  to  regulate  commerce  Is  the  power  to 
prescribe  tbe  rule  by  wbicb  commerce  shall  be  governed,  and  is  a 
power  Independent  of  tbe  power  to  suppress  monopoly.  But  it  nmy 
operate  in  repression  of  monopoly  whenever  that  comes  within  the 
rules  by  which  commerce  is  governed,  or  whenever  tbe  transaction  is 
Itself  a  monopoly  of  commerce.  •  •  •  The  regulation  of  commerce 
applies  to  the  subjects  of  commerce,  and  not  to  matters  of  internal 
police.  Contracts  to  liuy,  sell,  or  exchange  goods  to  be  transported 
among  tbe  several  stiites.  tbe  transportation  and  its  instrumental ifles, 
and  articles  bought,  sold,  or  exchanged  for  the  purpose  of  such 
transit  among  the  states,  or  put  in  the  way  of  transit,  may  be  regu- 
lated; but  this  is  because  they  form  part  of  interstate  trade  or  com- 
merce. Tbe  fact  [297]  that  an  article  is  manufactured  for  export 
to  another  state  does  not  of  Itself  make  It  an  article  of  interstate 
Gonunerce,  and  tbe  intent  of  tbe  manufacturer  does  not  determine 
tbe  time  when  tbe  article  or  product  passes  from  tbe  control  of  the 
state,  and  belongs  to  commerce/* 

The  chief  justice  then  refers  to  the  prior  case  of  Coe  v. 
Erroly  116  U.  S.  517, 6  Sup.  Ct.  475,  in  which  it  was  held  that 
logs  were  not  made  subjects  of  interstate  commerce  by  the 
mere  intent  of  the  owner  to  ship  them  into  another  state,  so 
that  state  taxation  upon  them  could  be  regarded  as  a  burden 
upon  interstate  commerce,  until  that  intent  had  been  carried 
so  far  into  execution  that  "  thcv  had  commenced  their  final 
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movement  from  the  state  of  their  origin  to  that  of  thdr  desti- 
nation." Kidd  V.  Pearson^  128  U.  S.  1,  9  Sup.  Ct  6,  is  also 
referred  to.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  a  law  of  Iowa, 
which  forbade  the  manufacture  of  spirituous  liquor  except 
for  certain  purposes,  was  not  in  conflict  with  the  commerce 
clause  of  the  federal  constitution,  although  it  appeared  by 
proof  that  the  liquor  was  to  be  manufactured  only  with  in- 
tent to  ship  the  same  out  of  the  state.  The  chief  justice  fur- 
ther said : 

'*  It  was  in  the  light  of  well-settled  principles  that  the  act  of  July  % 
1890,  was  framed.  Congress  did  not  attempt  thereby  to  assert  the 
power  to  deal  with  monopoly  directly  as  such ;  or  to  limit  and  restrict 
the  rights  of  corporations  created  by  the  states  or  the  citizens  of  the 
states  in  the  acquisition,  control,  or  disposition  of  pn^)erty ;  or  to  reg- 
ulate or  prescribe  the  price  or  prices  at  which  such  property  or  the 
products  thereof  should  be  sold ;  or  to  make  criminal  the  acts  of  per- 
sons in  the  acquisition  and  control  of  pr(^)erty  which  the  states  ol 
their  residence  or  creation  sanctioned  or  permitted.  Aside  fr(Mn  the 
provisions  applicable  where  congress  might  exercise  municipal  power, 
what  the  law  struck  at  was  combinations,  contracts,  and  conspiracies 
to  monopolize  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with 
foreign  nations ;  but  the  contracts  and  acts  of  the  defendants  related 
exclusively  to  the  acquisition  of  the  PhUadelphia  refineries  and  the 
business  of  sugar  refining  in  Pennsylvania,  and  l>ore  no  direct  relation 
to  commerce  between  the  states  or  with  foreign  nations.  The  object 
was  manifestly  private  gain  in  the  manufacture  of  the  commodity,  but 
not  through  tiie  control  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce.  •  •  « 
There  was  nothing  in  the  proofs  to  indicate  any  intention  to  put  a  re> 
straint  upon  trade  or  commerce,  and  the  fact,  as  we  have  seen,  that 
trade  or  commerce  might  be  indirectly  aCTected,  was  not  enough  to 
entitle  complaints  to  a  decree." 

We  have  thus  considered  and  quoted  from  the  decision  in 
the  Ejiight  Case  at  length,  because  it  was  made  the  principal 
groimd  for  the  action  of  the  court  below,  and  is  made  the 
chief  basis  of  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  here. 
It  seems  to  us  clear  that,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of 
the  opinion,  the  chief  justice  draws  the  distinction  between 
a  restraint  upon  the  business  of  manufacturing  and  a  re- 
straint upon  the  trade  or  commerce  between  the  states  in  the 
articles  after  manufacture,  with  the  manifest  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  regulating  power  of  congress  under  the 
constitution  could  affect  only  the  latter,  while  the  former  was 
not  under  federal  control,  and  rested  wholly  with  the  states. 
Among  the  subjects  of  commercial  regulation  by  congress, 
he  expressly  mentions  ••  contracts  to  buy,  sell,  or  exchange 
goods  to  be  transported  among  the  several  states,'*  and  leaves 
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it  to  be  plainly  inferred  that  the  statute  does  embrace  com- 
binations and  conspiracies  which' have  for  their  object  to  re- 
strain, and  which  necessarily  operate  in  restraint  of,  the 
freedom  of  such  contracts.  The  citation  of  the  case  of  Coe  v. 
[298]  Errol  was  apt  to  show  that  merchandise,  before  its 
shipment  across  state  lines,  was  not  within  the  regulating 
power  of  congress,  and,  a  fortiori,  that  its  manufacture  was 
not;  while  Eidd  v.  Pearson  clearly  made  the  distinction 
between  the  absence  of  power  in  congress  to  control  manufac- 
turing merely  because  the  manufacturer  intends  to  add  to 
interstate  commerce  with  the  product,  and  the  power  which 
congress  has  to  prevent  obstructions  to  interstate  trans- 
portation in  the  product  when  made.  But  neither  of  these 
cases  controls  the  one  now  under  consideration.  The  subject- 
matter  of  the  restraint  here  was  not  articles  of  merchandise 
or  their  manufacture,  but  contracts  for  sale  of  such  articles 
to  be  delivered  across  state  lines,  and  the  negotiations  and 
bids  preliminary  to  the  making  of  such  contracts,  all  of 
which,  as  we  have  seen,  do  not  merely  affect  interstate  com- 
merce, but  are  interstate  commerce.  It  can  hardly  be  said 
that  a  combination  in  restraint  of  what  is  interstate  com- 
merce does  not  directly  affect  and  burden  that  commerce. 
The  error  into  which  the  circuit  court  fell,  it  seems  to  us,  was 
in  not  observing  the  difference  between  the  regulating  power 
of  congress  over  contracts  and  negotiations  for  sales  of 
goods  to  be  delivered  across  state  lines,  and  that  over  the 
merchandise,  the  subject  of  such  sales  and  negotiations. 
The  goods  are  not  within  the  control  of  congress  until  they 
are  in  actual  transit  from  one  state  to  another.  But  the 
negotiations  and  making  of  sales  which  necessarily  involve 
in  their  execution  the  delivery  of  merchandise  across  state 
lines  are  interstate  commerce,  and  so  within  the  regulating 
power  of  congress  even  before  the  transit  of  the  goods  in 
performance  of  the  contract  has  begun. 

The  language  of  the  chief  justice  in  the  last  passages  quoted 
above  from  his  opinion,  upon  which  so  much  reliance  was 
placed  by  the  circuit  court  and  the  defendants'  counsel  at 
the  bar,  is  to  be  interpreted  by  the  facts  of  the  case  before  the 
court    The  statement  in  the  (pinion  that  congress  did  not 
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intend  by  the  anti-trust  act  to  limit  and  restrict  the  ri^ts  of 
persons  and  corporations  in  the  mere  aoqnisitioii,  coDtrol,  or 
disposition  of  property,  or  to  reguhUe  the  prices  at  whidi 
such  property  should  be  sold,  or  to  make  criminal  the  acts 
of  pers(ms  or  corporations  in  the  acquisitioa  and  control  of 
property  which  the  states  of  their  residence  or  oreation  sanc- 
tioned or  permitted,  does  not  imply  that  oongress  did  not 
intend  to  strike  down  any  combination  which  had  for  its 
object  the  restraint  and  attempted  monopoly  of  trade  and 
commerce  among  a  given  number  of  states  in  specified  articles 
of  commerce,  and  the  resulting  power  to  regulate  prices 
therein.  The  obstacle  in  the  way  of  granting  the  relief 
asked  in  U.  S.  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.  was  (to  use  the  language 
of  the  chief  justice)  that  ^^  the  contracts  and  acts  of  the  de- 
fendant related  exclusively  to  the  acquisition  of  the  Phila- 
delphia refineries,  and  the  business  of  sugar  refining  in 
Pennsylvania,  and  bore  no  direct  relation  to  commerce  be- 
tween the  states  or  with  foreign  nations."  The  supr^ne 
court  distinctly  adjudged  that  "  what  the  law  struck  at  was 
combinations,  contrad^,  and  conspiracies  to  monopolize  trade 
and  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  na- 
tions." That  the  defendants  in  the  present  case  combined 
and  contracted  with  each  other  for  the  purpose  of  restraining 
trade  [299]  and  commerce  among  the  states  covered  by  their 
agreement,  in  the  articles  manufactured  by  them,  is  too 
clear  to  admit  of  dispute.  In  the  E.  C.  Knight  Co.  Case 
there  was,  the  supreme  court  said,  "  nothing  in  the  proofs 
to  indicate  any  intention  to  put  a  restraint  upon  trade  or 
commerce."  In  the  present  case  the  proofe  show  that  no 
one  of  the  companies  in  this  pipe-trust  combination  was  al- 
lowed to  send  its  goods  out  of  the  state  in  which  they  were 
manufactured  except  upon  the  terms  established  by  the  agree- 
ment. Can  it  be  doubted  that  this  was  a  direct  restraint 
upon  interstate  commerce  in  those  goods?  To  give  the  lan- 
guage of  the  opinion  in  the  Ejiight  Case  the  construction 
contended  for  by  defendants  would  be  to  assume  that  the 
court,  after  having  in  the  clearest  way  distinguished  the 
case  it  was  deciding  from  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar,  for  the 
very  purpose  of  not  deciding  any  case  but  the  one  before  it, 
then  proceeded  to  confuse  the  cases  by  using  language  which 
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decided  both.    We  cannot  ooncur  in  such  an  interpretation  of 
the  opinion. 

Connsel  for  the  defendants  also  find  in  the  language  of 
Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  in  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Trans-Missouri 
Freight  As8\  166  U.  S.  290,  818,  826,  17  Sup.  Ct  640,  an 
argument  against  our  conclusion  in  this  case.  The  question 
in  that  case  was  whether  the  anti-trust  act  applied  to  rail- 
road companies  which  combined  in  establishing  traffic  rates 
for  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property.  It  was  vig- 
orously contended  on  behalf  of  the  railroad  companies  that 
the  act  was  never  intended  to  apply  to  them,  because  con- 
gress had  already  provided  for  their  regulation  by  the  inter- 
state comm^^^e  law.  In  meeting  this  position,  Mr.  Justice 
Peckham  used  the  following  language  (page  818,  166  U.  S., 
and  page  548,  17  Sup.  Ct.) : 

••  We  have  held  that  the  trust  act  did  not  apply  to  a  company  engaged 
in  one  state  in  the  refining  of  sugar  under  circumstances  detailed  in 
the  case  ot  U.  8.  v.  E.  0.  Knight  Oo„  156  U.  S.  1,  15  Sup.  Ct  249. 
because  the  refining  of  sugar  under  those  circumstances  bore  no  dis- 
tinct relation  to  commerce  l>etween  the  states  or  with  foreign  nations. 
To  exclude  agreements  as  to  rates  by  competing  railroads  for  the 
transportation  of  articles  of  commerce  between  the  states  would  leave 
little  for  the  act  to  take  effect  upon." 

Again,  upon  page  326,  166  U.  S.,  and  page  568,  17  Sup. 
Ct.,  Justice  Peckham  repeats  the  same  idea : 

"In  the  Knight  Co.  Case,  supra,  it  was  said  that  this  statute  ap- 
plied to  monopolies  in  restraint  of  interstate  or  international  trade  or 
commerce,  and  not  to  monopolies  in  the  manufacture  even  of  a  neces- 
sary of  life.  It  is  readily  seen  from  these  cases  that.  If  the  act  does 
not  apply  to  the  transportation  of  commodities  by  railroads  from  one 
state  to  another  or  to  foreign  nations,  its  application  is  so  greatly 
limited  that  the  whole  act  might  as  well  be  held  inoperative." 

This  is  not  a  declaration  that  cases  might  not  arise  within 

the  statute  which  were  not  combinations  of  common  carriers 

in  relation  to  interstate  transportation.    The  language  used 

means  nothing  more  than  that,  if  such  combinations  were 

excluded  from  the  effect  of  the  act,  the  great  and  manifest 

scope  for  the  operation  of  a  federal  statute  on  such  a  subject 

would  be  denied  to  it.    To  give  the  language  more  weight 

would  be  to  violate  the  first  canon  for  the  construction  of  a 

judicial  opinion  laid  down  by  Chief  Justice  Marshall  in 

Cohens  v.  Virginia^  6  Wheat  264,  340,  399 : 

[SCO]  **  It  is  a  maxim,  not  to  be  disregarded,  that  general  expressions 
in  every  opinion  are  to  be  taken  in  conuectlon  with  the  case  In  which 
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those  expressions  are  used.  If  tliey  go  beyond  the  case,  they  may  be 
respected,  but  ought  not  to  control  the  judgment  in  a  subsequent  salt 
when  the  very  point  is  presented  for  decision.  The  reason  for  this 
maxim  is  obvious.  The  question  actually  before  the  court  is  inveetl- 
gated  with  care,  and  considered  in  its  full  extent  Other  principles 
which  may  serve  to  illustrate  it  are  considered  in  their  relation  to  the 
case  decided,  but  their  possible  bearing  on  all  cases  is  seldom  com- 
pletely investigated." 

In  re  Greene^  52  Fed.  104,  cited  for  the  defendants,  is  to  be 
distinguished  from  the  case  at  bar  in  exactly  the  same  way  as 
the  Ifnight  Co.  Case.  The  indictment  against  Greene,  drawn 
under  the  anti-trust  act,  charged  him  with  being  a  member 
of  a  combination  to  acquire  possession  and  control  of  75  per 
cent,  of  the  distilleries  of  the  country,  for  the  purpose  of 
fixing  the  price  of  whisky,  and  controlling  the  trade  in  it 
between  the  states.  The  immediate  object  of  the  combination 
was  a  monopoly  in  manufacture.  The  effect  upon  interstate 
trade  in  whisky  was  as  indirect  as  was  the  monopoly  of  the 
refining  of  sugar  in  the  Knight  Co.  Case  upon  interstate 
trade  in  that  article. 

The  case  of  Dueber  Watch  Case  Mfg.  Go.  v.  E.  Howard 
Watch  <&  Clock  Co.,  35  U.  S.  App.  16, 14  C.  C.  A.  14,  and  66 
Fed.  637,  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  authority  upon  either  of 
the  questions  considered  in  this  case,  because  of  the  division  of 
opinion  among  the  judges.  It  was  a  suit  brought  by  a  watch 
manufacturing  company  against  20  other  companies  to  re- 
cover damages  for  a  boycott  of  the  plaintiff.  The  averment 
was  that  the  defendants  had  agreed  not  to  sell  any  goods 
manufactured  by  them  to  any  person  dealing  with  the  plain- 
tiff, and  had  caused  this  to  be  known  in  the  trade,  and  that 
they  fixed  an  arbitrary  price  for  the  sale  of  their  goods  to 
the  public,  and,  because  plaintiff's  competition  interfered 
with  their  maintaining  this  price,  they  were  using  the  boycott 
against  plaintiff,  to  stifle  competition.  The  pleadings  were 
not  drawn  with  care  to  bring  the  case  within  the  anti-trust 
law.  The  questions  arose  on  demurrer  to  the  bill.  Judge 
Lacombe  held  that  the  facts  stated  gave  rise  to  no  cause  of 
action;  Judge  Shipman  held  that  the  averments  were  not 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  trade  restrained  was  interstate; 
and  Judge  Wallace  dissented,  on  the  ground  that  a  cause  of 
action  was  sufficiently  stated,  and  that  the  restraint  was  upon 
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interstate  commerce.  These  varying  views  decided  tlie  case, 
but  they  certainly  furiiish  no  precedent  or  authority. 

There  is  one  case  which  seems  to  be  quite  like  the  one  at 
bar.  It  is  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Jellico  Mountain  Coal  dk  Coke 
Co.j  46  Fed.  432,  a  decision  by  Judge  Key  at  the  circuit.  The 
owners  of  coal  mines  in  Kentucky  entered  into  a  contract  of 
association  with  coal  dealers  in  Nashville,  by  which  they 
agreed  that  the  mine  owners  should  only  sell  to  dealers  who 
were  members,  and  the  members  should  only  buy  from  mine 
owners  who  were  members,  and  that  the  dealers  should  sell 
at  certain  fixed  prices,  of  which  the  mine  owners  should  re- 
ceive a  proportionate  part,  after  payment  of  freight,  and 
that  prices  might  be  raised  by  a  vote  of  the  association,  in 
which  case  the  addition  to  the  price  should  be  divided  between 
the  dealers  and  [301]  the  mine  owners.  The  contract  recited 
that  it  was  intended  to  establish  and  maintain  the  price  of 
coal  at  Nashville.  It  was  held  to  be  an  attempt  to  create  a 
monopoly  in  the  interstate  trade  in  coal  between  Kentucky 
and  Nashville,  Tenn.,  and  it  was  enjoined. 

It  is  pressed  upon  us  that  there  was  no  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  in  this  case  to  restrain  interstate  com- 
merce, and  in  several  affidavits  the  managing  officers  of  the 
defendants  make  oath  that  they  did  not  know  what  inter- 
state commerce  was,  and,  therefore,  that  they  could  not  have 
combined  to  restrain  it.  Of  course,  the  defendants,  like 
other  persons  subject  to  the  law,  cannot  plead  ignorance  of 
it  as  an  excuse  for  its  violation.  They  knew  that  the  combi- 
nation they  were  making  contemplated  the  fixing  of  prices 
for  the  sale  of  pipe  in  36  different  states,  and  that  the  pipe 
sold  would  have  to  be  delivered  in  those  states  from  the  4. 
states  in  which  defendants'  foundries  were  situate.  They 
knew  that  freight  rates  and  transportation  were  a  most  im- 
portant element  in  making  the  price  for  the  pipe  so  to  be 
delivered.  They  charged  the  successful  bidder  with  a  bonus 
to  be  paid  upon  the  shipment  of  the  pipe  from  his  state  to 
the  state  of  the  sale.  Under  their  first  agreement,  the  bonus 
to  be  paid  by  the  successful  bidder  was  varied  according  to 
the  state  in  which  the  sale  and  delivery  were  to  be  made.  It 
seems  to  us  clear  that  the  contract  of  association  was  on  it? 
face  an  extensive  scheme  to  control  the  whole  commerce 
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among  36  states  in  cast-iron  pipe,  and  that  the  defendants 
were  fully  aware  of  the  fact  whether  they  appreciated  the 
application  to  it  of  the  anti-trust  law  or  not. 

Much  has  been  said  in  argument  as  to  the  enlargement  of 
the  federal  governmental  functions  in  respect  of  all  trado 
and  industry  in  the  states  if  the  view  we  have  expressed  of 
the  application  of  the  anti-trust  law  in  this  case  is  to  prevail, 
and  as  to  the  interference  which  is  likely  to  follow  with  the 
control  which  the  states  have  hitherto  been  understood  to  have 
over  contracts  of  the  character  of  that  before  us.  We  do  not 
announce  any  new  doctrine  in  holding  either  that  contracts 
and  negotiations  for  the  sale  of  merchandise  to  be  delivered 
across  state  lines  are  interstate  commerce  (see  cases  above 
cited) ,  or  that  burdens  or  restraints  upon  such  commerce  con- 
gress may  pass  appropriate  legislation  to  prevent,  and  courts 
of  the  United  States  may  in  proper  proceedings  enjoin.  In  i*e 
Debs,  158  U.  S.  564, 15  Sup.  Ct.  900.  If  this  extends  federal 
jurisdiction  into  fields  not  before  occupied  by  the  general 
government,  it  is  not  because  such  jurisdiction  is  not  within 
the  limits  allowed  by  the  constitution  of  the  United  States. 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  tliat  pipe  in  transportation  un- 
der the  contract  of  association  be  forfeited  in  a  proceeding 
in  equity  like  this  is,  of  course,  improper,  and  must  be  denied. 
The  sixth  section  of  the  anti-trust  act,  after  providing  that 
property  owned  and  in  transportation  from  one  state  to 
another  or  to  a  foreign  country  under  a  contract  inhibited 
by  the  act  "  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  United  States,"  contin- 
ues "  and  may  be  seized  and  condemned  by  like  proceedings 
as  those  provided  by  law  for  the  forfeiture,  seizure  and  con- 
denmation  of  property  imported  into  the  United  States  con- 
trary to  law."  This  requires  a  like  procedure  to  that  pre- 
sciibed  in  sections  [302]  3309-^391,  Rev.  St,  and  involves  a 
trial  by  jury.  The  only  remedy  which  can  be  afforded  in  this 
proceeding  is  a  decree  of  injunction. 

For  the  reasons  given,  the  decree  of  the  circuit  court  dis- 
missing the  bill  must  be  reversed,  with  instructions  to  enter 
a  decree  for  the  United  States  perpetually  enjoining  the 
defendants  from  maintaining  the  combination  in  cast-iron 
pipe  described  in  the  bill,  and  substantially  admitted  in  the 
answer,  and  from  doing  any  business  thereunder. 
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[4661  MOOKE  v,  UNITED  STATES. 

(CircQit  Court  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit    Febmaiy  14^  1898) 
[85  Fed.,  465.] 

JimiSDiCTioN  or  FBanaiAL  Cottbts— Admission  or  Tkbbitost  as  Stats— 
SiATtJTE.--~In  1895  the  pialntill  In  error  was  Indicted,  with  othMS, 
in  a  district  court  of  the  territory  of  Utah,  under  section  3  of  the 
act  of  July  2,  1890  (26  Stat  209),  which  declares  Illegal  ''eyery 
*  *  *  combination  *  *  *  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  in 
any  territory.*'  In  January,  1896,  Utah  was  admitted  as  a  state, 
and  thereafter  the  case  was  transferred  to  the  federal  court  for  the 
district  of  Utah,  where,  after  hearing  on  demurrer  to  the  indictment, 
the  plaintiff  in  error  was  tried  and  conyicted.  Held,  on  writ  of 
error,  that  neither  under  the  act  of  congress  authorizing  Utah  to 
form  a  state  goyemment  (28  Stat  111,  112),  nor  the  constitution  of 
Utah  (article  24,  S  7),  nor  by  other  legislation,  was  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred upon  the  federal  court  to  proceed  with  the  case.« 

Sams.— ff eld,  further,  that  the  case  did  not  come  within  the  proyisions 
of  Bey.  St  S  13,  regulating  the  effect  of  the  repeal  of  statutes,  for 
the  admission  of  Utah  as  a  state  did  not  operate  to  repeal  the  act  of 
July  2,  1890,  which  still  applies  to  the  territories  of  the  United 
States. 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
District  of  Utah. 

E.  Earknes8^  George  Svtherland^  and  Waldemar  Van  Ootty 
for  plaintiff  in  error. 

/.  W.  Jvdd^  United  States  Attorney,  and  Tf .  Z.  MaginnUy 
Assistant  United  States  Attorney. 

Before  Bkbwxr,  Circuit  Justice,  Sanbork,  Circuit  Judge, 
and  BiNHK,  District  Judge. 

BiKB,  District  Judge. 

November  4,  1895,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  with  others,  was 
indicted  in  the  district  court  within  and  for  the  Third  judi- 
cial district  of  the  territory  of  Utah,  Salt  Lake  obunty,  for 
unlawfully  engaging  in  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  commerce  in  that  territory.  The  indictment  charged 
that  the  defendants  therein  named,  '^  on  the  22d  day  of  Octo- 

•  SyUahus  copyrighted,  1888»  by  West  Publlahfaig  Go. 
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ber  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1895,  in  the  district  and  territory 
aforesaid,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  did  will- 
fully and  unlawfully  engage  in  a  combination  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerce  in  said  territory  in  this :  That  the  said 
defendant  E.  L.  Carpenter,  being  then  and  there  the  agent 
in  Salt  Lake  City,  Salt  Lake  county,  territory  of  Utah,  of 
the  Pleasant  Valley  Coal  Company,  a  corporation  engaged  in 
mining  coal,  and  selling  the  same  at  wholesale  to  dealers  in 
coal  in  said  Salt  Lake  City,  and  the  said  defendant  F.  H. 
Moore,  being  then  and  there  the  agent  of  the  Union  Pacific 
Coal  Company,  a  corporation  engaged  in  mining  coal  and  sell- 
ing the  same  at  wholesale  to  dealers  in  coal  in  said  Salt  Lake 
City,  and  each  and  all  of  the  said  defendants  other  than  said 
Carpenter  and  said  Moore  being  then  and  there  engaged  in 
the  business  of  buying  coal  and  selling  the  same  at  retail  in 
said  Salt  Lake  City,  and  each  and  all  of  said  defendants 
except  said  Carpenter  aiid  said  Moore  being  then  and  there 
members  of  an  association  designated  and  known  as  the  Salt 
Lake  [466]  Coal  Exchange,  said  Salt  Lake  Coal  Exchange 
being  a  voluntary  association  of  nearly  all  of  the  dealers  in 
coal  at  retail  in  said  Salt  Lake  City,  and  not  a  corporation ; 
each  and  all  of  the  defendants  did  then  and  there  combine 
together  to  prevent  any  person  engaged  in  the  business  of 
buying  coal  and  selling  the  same  at  retail  in  said  Salt  Lake 
City,  and  not  a  member  of  said  exchange,  and  any  person 
desiring  to  engage  in  such  business  in  said  city,  and  not  a 
member  of  the  said  coal  exchange,  from  purchasing  coal 
from  said  Union  Pacific  Coal  Company  and  from  the  said 
Pleasant  Valley  Coal  Company  at  as  low  a  price  as  that  for 
which  the  same  kind  of  coal  was  being  sold  by  said  corpora- 
tions to  members  of  said  Salt  Lake  Coal  Exdiange,  and  to 
make  the  price  of  coal  from  such  corporations  to  dealers  in 
coal  at  retail  in  said  city,  and  persons  desiring  to  engage  in 
dealing  in  coal  at  retail  in  said  city,  who  are  nqjt  members  of 
said  exchange,  so  great  as  to  prohibit  and  prevent  them  pur- 
chasing coal  of  said  corporations,  and  selling  the  same  at 
retail  in  said  city,  and  to  unlawfully  raise,  augment,  and  in- 
crease the  price  of  coal  at  retail  in  said  Salt  Lake  City,  and 
to  destroy  free  competition  in  the  sale  of  coal  in  said  ci^,  and 
to  oompd  the  consumers  of  coal  in  said  city  to  pay  therefor 
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the  prices  fixed  by  the  said  coal  exchange;  that  in  pursuance  of 
said  combination  said  F.H.  Moore,  as  agent  of  said  Union  Pa- 
cific Coal  Company,  did  on  the  23d  day  of  October,  1895,  re- 
fuse to  sell  to  one  T.  P.  Lewis,  who  was  then  and  there  desir- 
ous of  engaging  in  the  business  of  buying  coal  and  selling  tiie 
same  at  retail  in  said  Salt  Lake  City,  and  who  was  not  a 
member  of  said  coal  exchange,  a  carload  of  what  is  known  as 
^  Bock  Springs  coal,'  which  said  Moore,  as  said  agent,  was 
selling  to  the  members  of  the  said  coal  exchange  in  car-load 
lots  at  three  and  ^'/^^  dollars  ($3.75)  a  ton,  except  at  the 
price  of  five  ($5)  dollars  per  ton,  which  was  then  the  retail 
price  of  said  coal  in  said  city,  and  refused  to  sell  said  coal 
at  all  except  to  the  members  of  said  exchange;  and  in  pur- 
suance of  said  combination  the  said  Carpenter,  as  agent  of 
said  Pleasant  Valley  Coal  Company,  in  said  county,  on  the 
said  23d  day  of  October,  1895,  refused  to  sell  to  said  T.  P. 
Lewis,  who  was  then  and  there  desirous  of  engaging  in  the 
business  of  buying  coal  and  selling  the  same  at  retail  in  said 
Salt  Lake  City,  and  who  was  not  a  member  of  said  exchange, 
a  car  load  of  coal,  said  Carpenter  having  said  coal  for  sale 
as  said  agent,  for  the  reason  that  said  Lewis  was  not  a  mem- 
ber of  said  exchange, — against  the  peace,  and  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  in  such  case  made 
and  provided.'^  December  14, 189S,  the  defendants  w^*e  ar- 
raigned in  the  territorial  court,  and  severally  pleaded  not 
guilty  to  this  indictment  January  4,  189&,  Utah  was  ad- 
mitted into  the  Union  as  a  state  upon  an  equal  footing  with 
the  original  states.  President's  Proclamation,  29  Stat  876. 
Thereafter  this  case  was  transferred  to  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Utah.  November  11, 
1896,  the  defendants  obtained  leave  of  court  (counsel  for  the 
United  States  consenting  thereto)  to  withdraw  their  pleas 
of  not  guilty  theretofore  entered  in  the  territorial  court,  and 
to  file  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  upon  the  grounds  (1) 
that  the  indictment  charged  no  offense;  (2)  that  it  set  out 
no  means  by  which  the  alleged  combination  was  to  [467] 
be  effected;  (3)  for  the  reason  that  it  stated  no  act  or  fact 
to  show  that  the  alleged  combination  was  in  restraint  of 
trade;  (4)  that  the  acts  charged  as  overt  acts  were  not  shown 
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to  be  in  pursuance  of  any  means  to  be  employed;  (5)  that  the 
prosecution  had  abated  by  the  admission  of  the  teiritory  of 
Utah  as  a  state.  The  demurrer  was,  as  the  record  shows, 
sustained  to  that  part  of  the  indictment  which  diBrges  a 
combination  to  raise  the  price  of  coal  in  Salt  Lake  City,  and 
was  overruled  as  to  the  remainder  of  the  indictment.  There- 
upon each  of  the  defendants  entered  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  and 
on  the  day  following— November  12,  ISOe-^the  case  was 
tried,  the  trial  resulting  in  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  all  of  the 
defendants.  The  bill  of  exertions  shows  that  when  the 
testimony  was  concluded,  and  before  the  argument  to  the 
jury  began,  the  defendants  requested  the  court  to  instroct 
the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  of  not  guilty.  This  request  was 
overruled  by  the  court,  and  the  defendants  excepted.  Mo- 
tions in  arrest  of  judgment  and  for  a  new  trial  were  sever- 
ally made  and  overruled,  and  on  the  19th  of  November,  1896, 
the  plaintiff  in  error  was  sentenced,  by  the  court,  to  pay  to 
the  United  States  the  sum  of  $200  as  a  fine,  and  one-half  of 
the  costs  of  the  case,  taxed  at  $88.60.  He  thereupon  sued  out 
this  writ  of  error. 

No  questions  in  relation  to  combinations  or  conspiracies  in 
restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce,  or  trade  or  com- 
merce between  one  territory  and  another  territory,  or  between 
a  territory  and  a  state,  or  between  a  state  or  a  territory  and 
a  foreign  nation,  arise  in  this  case.  The  indictment  seeks 
only  to  charge  the  defendants  with  unlawfully  entering  into 
a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  in  the  ter- 
ritory of  Utah,  and  is  based  upon  the  following  provision  of 
an  act  of  congress,  entitled  ^' An  act  to  protect  trade  and  com- 
merce against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  approved 
July  2, 1890: 

"  Sec.  3.  Every  contract,  combination  in  form  of  trust  or  otherwiise, 
or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  in  any  territory  of  tlie 
United  States  •  •  •  is  liereby  declared  megal.  •  •  •"  26  U.  a 
Stat  209. 

While  the  constitution  confers  upon  congress  the  power 
^  to  dispose  of  and  make  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  re- 
specting the  territory  or  other  property  of  the  United 
States,"  and  ^^  to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and 
among  the  several  states  and  with  the  Indian  tribes,''  it  does 
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not  confer  upon  it  the  power  to  regulate  trade  or  oommeroe 
within  a  state,  or  to  legislate  in  respect  thereto;  wherefore 
the  provision  of  the  statute  above  quoted  is  confined  to  con- 
tracts or  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade  in  a  territory. 
The  plaintiff  in  error  now  insists  that  the  provision  of  sec- 
tion 3  of  the  act  under  which  this  indictment  was  found  be- 
came inoperative  in  Utah  when  Utah  was  admitted  into  the 
Union  as  a  state,  and  that  the  circuit  court  for  that  district 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  proceed  in  the  case.  The  courts  of  the 
United  States  being  courts  of  limited  jurisdiction,  with 
power  to  take  cognizance  of  matters  civil  or  criminal  only  as 
the  power  so  to  do  is  conferred  upon  them  by  statute,  it  be- 
comes important  to  determine  at  the  outset  whether  tiie  cir- 
cuit court  had  jurisdiction  to  try  the  offense  with  which  the 
plaintiff  in  error  stands  charged  in  this  indictment.  When 
Utah  was  admitted  [468]  into  the  Union  as  a  state  on  an 
equal  footing  with  the  original  states,  the  territorial  govern- 
ment within  the  boundaries  of  the  new  state  was  at  an  end. 
Its  civil  and  political  powers  were  transferred  to  other  offi- 
cers; those  of  peculiarly  internal  character  to  officers  of  the 
new  state;  those  which  bore  any  relation  to  the  national  sys- 
tem of  government,  of  which  the  state  formed  a  part,  to 
officers  holding  commissions  under  that  system,  and  possess- 
ing only  the  powers  derived  from  their  conmiissions.  As  one 
of  the  states  of  the  Union  and  in  virtue  of  that  character 
forming  one  of  the  districts  of  the  United  States,  the  district 
of  Utah,  and  the  circuit  court  sitting  in  that  district,  would 
possess  no  peculiar  jurisdiction  or  authority ;  none  which  did 
not  appertain  to  other  districts  and  the  circuit  courts  having 
cognizance  of  matters  within  those  districts.  In  the  case  be- 
fore us  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  tried  and  convicted,  in  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  District  of  Utah, 
upon  an  indictment  charging  him  with  the  violation  of  an  act 
of  congress  defining  an  offense  which  was  an  offense  only 
when  the  agreement  or  combination  complained  of  related  to 
trade  or  commerce  in  a  territory.  The  indictment  was  re- 
turned by  a  territorial  grand  jury,  and  filed  in  a  territorial 
court  during  the  existence  of  a  territorial  form  of  govern- 
ment. If,  Uieref ore,  the  circuit  court  possessed  power  and 
authority  to  try  this  case,  it  was  because  of  the  existence  of 
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legislation  continuing  the  provision  of  the  statute  defining 
the  offense  s^  out  in  the  indictment  in  force  after  the  admis- 
sion of  the  state,  and  specially  conferring  upon  the  circuit 
court  for  that  district  jurisdiction  in  such  cases.  That  there 
can  be  no  valid  judgment  pronounced  upon  conviction  in  a 
criminal  case,  unless  the  law  creating  the  offense  be  at  the 
time  in  existence,  is  well  settied.  The  Irresistible^  7  Wheat 
651;  U.  S.  V.  Tynen,  11  WalL  95.  In  Teaton  v.  U.  S^  5 
Cranch,  281,  Chief  Justice  Marshall  said : 

"  It  has  been  long:  settled  on  general  principles  that,  after  the  ex- 
piration or  repeal  of  a  law,  no  penalty  can  be  enforced  nor  punishment 
inflicted  for  violations  of  the  law  committed  while  it  was  in  force, 
unless  some  special  provision  be  made  for  that  purpose  by  statute." 

By  its  terms,  the  provision  of  the  statute  imder  which  this 
indictment  was  found  applies  only  to  the  territories  of  the 
United  States,  and,  while  it  may  yet  be  in  full  force  within 
the  territories,  it  is  clear  that  no  prosecution  could  be  main- 
tained under  it  for  entering  into  a  combination  or  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  trade  in  Utah  after  the  date  of  her  admission 
as  a  state.  Pennoli  v.  First  Municipality^  3  How.  689. 
When  Utah  became  one  of  the  states  of  the  Union,  this 
statute  ceased  to  be  in  force  within  its  boundaries,  unless, 
by  appropriate  legislation,  it  was  continued  in  force  for  the 
purpose  of  prosecuting  violations  thereof  committed  during 
the  existence  of  a  territorial  form  of  government 

The  act  of  congress  authorizing  Utah  to  form  a  state  gov- 
ernment, after  providing  that  the  state  of  Utah  should  con- 
stitute one  judicial  district,  to  be  called  the  ^^  District  of 
Utah,''  and  providing  the  time  and  place  for  holding  the 
circuit  and  district  courts  of  the  United  States  therein,  and 
conferring  upon  the  circuit  and  district  courts  for  that  dis- 
trict, and  the  judges  thereof,  the  same  powers  and  jurisdic- 
[469]  tion,  and  requiring  them  to  perform  the  same  duties, 
possessed  and  required  to  be  performed  by  the  other  circuit 
and  district  courts  and  judges  of  the  United  States,  also  pro- 
vided: 

'*  That  the  conyention  herein  provided  for  shaU  haye  the  power  to 
proyide,  by  ordinance,  for  the  transfer  of  actions,  cases,  proceedings, 
and  matters  pending  in  the  supreme  or  district  courts  of  the  territory 
of  Utah  at  the  time  of  the  admission  of  said  state  into  the  Union,  to 
such  courts  as  shall  be  established  under  the  constitution  to  be  thus 
formed,  or  to  the  circuit  or  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
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dittrlct  of  Utah;  and  no  indictment,  action,  or  proceeding  shall  abate 
by  reason  of  any  change  in  the  courts,  but  shall  be  proceeded  with  \n 
the  state  or  United  States  courts  according  to  the  laws  thereof, 
respectively." 

**And  the  laws  of  the  United  States  shall  have  the  same  force  and 
effect  within  the  said  state  as  elsewhere  within  the  United  States." 
28  Stat  111,  112. 

Under  the  authority  oonferred  upon  the  constitutional 
convention  by  the  enabling  act,  a  schedule  annexed  to  the 
oonstitutibn  of  the  state  provided  that: 

**A11  actions,  causes,  proceedings  and  matters  which  shall  be  pend- 
ing In  the  district  courts  of  the  territory  of  Utah,  at  the  time  of  the 
admission  of  the  state  into  the  Union,  whereof  the  United  States 
circuit  and  district  courts  might  have  had  Jurisdiction  had  there  been 
a  state  government  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  thereof,  respec- 
tively, shall  be  transferred  to  the  proper  United  States  drcnit  and 
district  courts,  respectively,  and  all  flies,  records,  Indictments  and 
proceedings  relating  thereto,  shall  be  transferred  to  said  United 
States  courts."    Const  Utah,  art  24,  §  7. 

The  above  provisions  of  the  enabling  act  and  the  schedule 
comprise  the  l^slation  relating  to  the  transfer  and  trial  of 
cases  pending  in  the  district  courts  of  the  territory  at  the 
time  Utah  was  admitted  as  a  state,  and  for  the  continuation 
of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  therein  after  her  admission. 
Clearly,  no  peculiar  jurisdiction  or  authority  is  conferred 
upon  the  circuit  court,  for  that  district,  by  this  l^slation; 
on  the  contrary,  the  enabling  act  would  seem  to  inhibit  and 
exclude  the  exercise  of  any  extraordinary  or  peculiar  power 
either  by  the  circuit  or  district  courts  within  the  newly 
created  district    ThiU^  act  provides: 

••  That  the  circuit  and  district  courts  for  the  district  of  Utah,  and 
the  Judges  thereof  respectively,  shall  possess  the  same  powers  and  Juris- 
diction and  perform  the  same  duties  possessed  and  required  to  be  per- 
formed by  the  other  circuit  and  district  courts  and  Judges  of  the  United 
States,  and  shall  be  governed  by  the  same  laws  and  regulationa" 

There  is  no  provision  of  the  enabling  act,  nor  any  other 
general  or  special  act  of  congress,  continuing  the  provision 
of  the  act  of  July  2,  now  under  consideration,  in  force  in 
Utah  after  the  admission  of  the  state;  neither  is  there  any 
statute  which,  in  terms,  provides  for  the  transfer  to  and  the 
trial  of  cases  arising  under  that  act  in  the  circuit  court  for 
that  district.  This  case  was  transferred  to  and  tried  in  that 
court  for  the  reason,  doubtless,  that  it  was  considered  one  of 
the  cases  which  the  enabling  act  declares  shall  not  abate  by 
reason  of  any  change  in  the  courts,  but  shall  be  proceeded 
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with  in  the  state  or  United  States  courts  according  to  the 
laws  thereof;  and,  as  the  indictment  charged  the  def^idants 
with  violating  a  law  of  the  United  States,  that  the  case  came 
within  the  provisions  of  the  enabling  act^  and  also  within  the 
provision  of  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  oonsti-  [470]  tntion 
authorizing  the  transfer  of  cases  whereof  the  circuit  court 
might  have  had  jurisdiction  had  there  been  a  state  govern- 
ment at  the  time  of  the  commencement  thereof.  We  do  not 
think  the  case  is  included  within  either  of  these  provisions. 
There  are  some  acts  which  congress  may  by  law  designate  as 
a  crime  against  the  general  government  or  against  the  opera- 
tions of  government  which  affect  every  citizen,  whether  of  a 
state  or  territory;  such  as  treason,  illegally  holding  office, 
violations  of  the  postal  laws,  counterfeiting,  false  impersona- 
tion in  procuring  naturalization,  presenting  false  claims 
against  the  government,  etc.  The  federal  laws  defining  these 
and  kindred  offenses  operate  upon  all  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  they  reside  in  a  state  constitutes  no  exemp- 
tion from  a  prosecution  for  a  violation  thereof  in  the  courts 
of  the  United  States,  for  jurisdiction  is  expressly  conferred 
by  statute  upon  the  federal  courts.  As  applied  to  criminal 
laws,  it  is  these  laws  of  the  United  States  that  the  enabling 
act  declares  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  within  the 
state  of  Utah  as  elsewhere  within  the  United  States;  and  it 
is  prosecutions  for  violations  thereof  which,  under  the  pro- 
visions  of  that  act,  are  not  to  abate  upon  the  admission  of  the 
state  by  reason  of  any  change  in  the  courts,  but  are  to  be 
transferred  from  the  territorial  district  court,  a  court  having 
jurisdiction  in  such  cases  during  the  existence  of  a  territorial 
form  of  government,  to  the  circuit  and  district  courts,  courts 
having  jurisdiction  in  such  cases  after  the  admission  of  the 
state.  That  the  provisions  of  the  enabling  act  were  so  un- 
derstood and  construed  by  the  constitutional  convention  is 
evidenced  by  the  fact  that  in  the  schedule  (annexed  to  the 
constitution)  providing  for  the  transfer  of  causes  to  the  fed- 
eral courts  it  provides  only  for  those  cases  "whereof  the 
United  States  circuit  and  district  courts  might  have  had 
jurisdiction  had  there  been  a  state  government  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  thereof,"  and  this  is  not  such  a  case.  If 
there  had  been  a  state  government  at  the  date  of  this  indict- 
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ment,  no  indictment  could  have  been  returned,  for  the  reascm 
that  there  would  have  been  no  law  in  force  in  the  state  of  Utah 
defining  such  an  offense. 

Neither  do  we  think  the  present  case  comes  within  the  pro- 
visions of  section  18  of  the  Bevised  Statutes.  That  section 
reads  as  follows: 

''The  repeal  of  any  statute  BhaU  not  haye  the  effect  to  release  or 
eztlngnish  any  penalty,  forfeiture,  or  liability  incurred  under  such 
statute,  unless  the  repealing  act  shall  so  expressly  provide,  and  such 
statute  shall  be  treated  as  still  remaining  in  force  for  the  purpose  of 
sustaining  any  proper  action  or  prosecution  for  the  enforcement  of 
such  penalty^  forfeiture  or  liability." 

It  is  clear  from  the  language  of  the  section  that  it  applies 
only  to  cases  where  the  statute  defining  an  offense  has  been 
repealed.  The  act  of  July  2d  was  not  repealed  by  the  en- 
abling act,  for  it  yet  applies  to  the  territories  of  the  United 
States.  It  ceased  to  be  in  force  in  Utah  only  because  it  was 
superseded  by  the  constitution  upon  the  admission  of  the 
state. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  no  power  existed  by  law  in  the  dr* ' 
cuit  court  for  the  district  of  Utah  which  did  not  appertain 
to  the  circuit  courts  in  other  districts;  that  the  power  and 
jurisdiction  claimed  for  the  circuit  court  in  this  case  is  a  pe- 
culiar and  extraordinary  power,  and  [471]  does  not  belong  to 
it  regularly  by  its  constitution ;  that  no  such  power  has  been 
bestowed  upon  it  by  any  special  legislation,  and  could  not, 
therefore,  be  legally  and  properly  exercised  by  it  In  the 
view  we  have  taken  of  this  case  it  becomes  unnecessary  to 
consider  the  other  assignments-  of  error  set  out  in  the  record. 
The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
case  remanded  to  that  court,  with  instructions  to  dismiss  the 
indictment. 


[4»71  GULF,  C.  &  8.  F.  RY.  CO.  ET  AL.  v.  MIAMI  S.  S. 

GO. 

(Gfrciilt  Court  of  Appeals,  Fifth  Olreutt    March  29,  I89a) 

[86  red..  407.] 

Cassqss— <7oNinEcnNo  Lrwia— Prepaymiwt  or  FtaioHT.— A  common 
carrier  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  may  at  common  law,  and 
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under  tbe  Interstate  commeroe  law,  demand  iwefMiymeiit  of  freight 
charges,  when  deliyered  to  It  1^  one  c(»inectlng  carrier,  without 
exacting  such  prepayment  when  deliyered  by  another  connecting 
carrier,  and  may  advance  freight  diarges  to  one  connecting  carrier 
without  adyancing  such  charges  to  another  connecting  carrier.^ 

Siiifs— THBOtroH  Tbanspobtateoh — Jonrr  Ra«  and  Buxjhg. — Sodi 
carrier  may  enter  into  a  contract  with  one  connecting  carrier  tor 
through  transportation,  through  Joint  traffic,  through  billing,  and 
for  the  dlyislon  of  through  rates,  without  being  obligated  to  enter 
into  a  similar  contract  with  another  connecting  carrier. 

Sams— Laws  of  TBXAB.--Rey.  St  Tex.  1885,  arts.  4636,  4637,  4689,  do 
not  apply  to  Interstate  commerce,  because  the  power  to  regulate 
such  conunerce  is  yested  in  congress,  and  has  been  fully  exorcised 
by  the  enactment  of  the  Interstate  conmierce  law. 

Sams— Anti-Tbubt  Law.— Under  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  entitled  "An 
act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and 
monopolies,"  the  only  remedy  giyen  to  any  other  party  than  the 
goyemment  of  the  United  States  la  a  suit  for  threefold  damages, 
costs,  and  attorney's  fees,  and  the  only  party  entitled  to  maintain  a 
bill  of  injunction  for  an  alleged  breach  of  the  act  is  the  United 
States,  by  its  district  attorney,  on  the  authority  of  the  attorney 
general. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  Texas. 

Jcmiea  Hagemiany  T.  S.  MiUer^  N.  A.  Stedman^  and  /•  W. 
Terry ^  for  appellants. 

M.  C.  McLemore^  John  Neeths^  and  F.  Gluxs.  Hume^  for 
appellee. 

Before  Pardee  and  MgCormick,  Circoit  Judges,  and 
SwAYNE,  District  Judge. 

McCoRMicK,  Circuit  Judge. 
The  bill  in  this  case  alleges  that: 

''The  Miami  Steamship  Company,  a  coiporation  duly  Incorporated 
under  and  by  ylrtue  of  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York,  complaining 
of  the  Oulf,  Colorado  ft  Santa  F6  Railway  Company,  the  Interna- 
tional ft  Great  Northern  Railroad  Company,  and  the  Missouri,  Kan- 
sas ft  Texas  Railway  Company  of  Texas,  In  this  behalf  says:  That 
the  Oulf,  Colorado  ft  Santa  F6  Railway  Company  is  a  corporation 
duly  Incorporated  under  and  by  ylrtue  of  the  general  and  special 
laws  of  the  state  of  Texas,  haying  its  general  offices  at  Oalyeston, 
Texas,  in  said  state,  and  of  which  L.  J.  Folic  la  general  manager; 

•  Syllabua  copyrighted,  1888,  by  West  Publishhig  Oa 
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tbat  It  is  a  component  part  of,  and  snbsidiary  to,  the  Atchison,  Topeka 
ft  Santa  F6  Railroad  Cknnpany,  and  what  is  commonly  known  as  the 
Santa  F6  System;  that  it  [406]  has  and  maintains  traffic  relations 
with  connecting  lines,  and  is  engaged  In  the  traffic  of  state  and  inter- 
state commerce.  That  the  International  &  Great  Northern  Railroad 
Cknnpany  is  a  corporation  duly  incorporated  under  and  by  virtue  of 
general  and  special  laws  of  the  state  of  Texas,  and  has  its  general 
office  at  Palestine,  in  the  state  of  Texas,  and  of  which  Leroy  Trice 
is  general  superintendent;  that  it  is  a  component  part  of,  and  sub- 
sidiary to,  what  is  known  commonly  as  the  Missouri  Padflc,  oi^  Gould, 
System,  and  is  engaged  in  traffic  of  state  and  interstate  comm^ce. 
That  the  Missouri,  Kansas  ft  Texas  Railway  Company  of  Texas  is  a 
corporation  duly  incorporated  under  and  by  virtue  of  general  and 
special  laws  of  the  state  of  Texas,  and  has  its  general  offices  at 
Dallas,  Texas,  and  of  which  A.  A.  Allen  is  general  manager;  that 
it  is  a  component  part  of,  and  subsidiary  to,  what  is  commonly  known 
as  the  Missouri,  Kansas  ft  Texas  Railway  System;  that  it  has  and 
maintains  traffic  relations  with  connecting  lines,  and  is  engaged  in 
the  traffic  of  state  and  interstate  commerce.  That  said  three  railway 
companies  are  the  only  trunk  lines  of  road  running  through  the  state 
of  Texas,  and  connected  by  close  traffic  relations  with  the  systems 
of  railway  reaching  points  beyond  the  stete  of  Texas  and  in  states 
and  territories  north  and  west  of  Texas,  a  market  and  field  from 
which  and  to  which  large  quantities  of  freight  are  consigned  and 
shipped,  and  having  termini  at  Galveston,  Texas,  connecting  with 
the  Mallory  Line  and  your  orator.  That  your  orator  is  engaged  as 
a  common  carrier  for  hire  In  the  traffic  of  stete  and  interstete  com- 
merce, owning  and  operating  a  line  of  steamships  between  the  porto 
of  New  York,  In  the  stete  of  New  York,  and  Galveston,  in  the  stete 
of  Texas ;  and  at  Galveston,  Texas,  it  connecte  with  the  lines  of  the 
railway  companies  hereinbefore  named.  That  ite  steamships  are 
tsommodious,  safe,  and  seaworthy,  and  amply  fitted  for  the  purpose 
of  transporting  freight  between  the  pointe  named.  That  in  the  dty 
of  New  York  it  connecte  with  all  the  lines  of  railway  running  Into 
said  city,  and  has  in  the  said  port  and  at  the  port  of  Galveston 
wharves  and  sheds  sufficient  to  accommodate  and  protect  all  f  reighte 
delivered  to  it,  and  has  in  every  respect  faculties  sufficient  to  serve 
the  public  with  dispatoh,  comfort,  and  saf^.  That  it  has  been 
operating  ite  said  line  of  steamships  between  said  porte  since  the  15th 
day  of  July,  1897,  and  has  done  a  large  business  in  every  respect 
satisfactory  to  ite  patrons.  That  since  said  day  your  orator  has 
received  from  and  delivered  to  said  railroad  companies  large  quan- 
tities of  freight  on  ite  wharf  in  the  dty  of  Galveston,  destined  to  or 
shipped  from  pointe  on  the  several  lines  of  said  railroads  and  thdr 
connecting  lines,  and  it  has  received  from  and  granted  to  said  rail- 
road companies  the  same  rights,  privileges,  conditions,  and  exactions 
as  to  or  by  any  other  line  of  steamships  in  similar  service  as  your 
orator  granted  or  demanded  in  the  interchange  of  freight  Tbat 
tibere  is  one,  and  only  one,  other  line  of  steamships  which  plies 
between  Galveston  and  New  Ycurk,  which  is  owned  and  operated  by 
the  New  York  ft  Texas  Steamship  Company,  commonly  known  and 
called  the  Mallory  Line,  and  which  hereinafter  will  be  referred  to  as 
the  Mallory  Line.  That  said  line  of  steamships  is  engaged  in  exactly 
similar  service  as  those  of  your  orator,  and  said  line  has  at  New  York 
and  at  Galveston  wharves  and  sheds  which  connect  with  the  several 
lines  of  railway  running  into  said  dties.  That  said  Mallory  Line 
has  been  in  operati<m  between  said  porte  for  a  number  of  years,  and 
for  several  years  prior  to  the  time  your  orator's  line  of  steamships 
was  put  in  operation  had  no  competitor  for  the  business  between  said 
ports.    That  the  aocommodatioiis  of  said  Mallory  Line  and  of  your 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


826  86  FEDEBAL  BEPQBTEB,  406. 

Optilm  «f  tbB  OMrt 

orator  for  tbe  reoq;>tlon  and  cleliTefy  of  fralglit,  in  imloadlqg  and 
loading  yessels,  In  reoeiylng  and  deUyerins  freight,  are  in  ereiy 
respect  similar  and  eqnaL  Their  respectire  wharves  connect  with  the 
several  lines  of  the  respondents  in  the  same  and  similar  manner,  and 
the  same  and  similar  accommodations  prevail  for  the  reo^tion  and 
delivery  of  freight,  for  the  loading  and  unloading  of  cars.  That  the 
cost  of  loading  and  unloading  cars  at  the  respective  wharves  is  the 
same,  and  the  reiqxHidentB  have  contracts  for  loading  and  unloading 
cars  at  the  respective  wharves  f6r  the  same  prica  That  it  has  been, 
and  is' now,  the  established  custom  and  usage  by  and  between  said 
railroad  companies  and  the  Mallory  Line  and  your  orator,  in  the 
interchange  of  freight,  for  the  line  over  whidi  freight  might  be 
routed  to  advance  to  the  line  over  which  the  freight  originated  the 
charges  attached  to  such  freight  up  to  the  time  of  delivery  to  the 
steamship  company  or  railroad  company  over  which  It  was  to  be 
forwarded  to  destination.  [409]  That  it  Is,  and  has  been,  an  estab- 
lished custom  and  usage  between  the  respondents  and  the  Mallory 
Line  and  your  orator  since  ft  has  been  in  business,  wltii  reference 
to  freight  originating  at  New  York  or  beyond,  and  destined  to  points 
In  Texas  on  the  lines  of  railway  operated  by  respondents,  for  the 
Biallory  Line  and  your  orator  to  bill  such  freight  through  from  its 
point  of  origin  to  the  point  of  destination  at  a  through  rate  previously 
agreed  upon,  but  on  equal,  exact,  and  similar  conditions  with  refer- 
ence to  both  steamship  lines,  and  for  said  railroads  to  pay  to  tbB 
steamship  company  d^iv«ring  the  freight  at  Galveston  the  freight 
charges  earned  by  it  in  transporting  the  freight  from  point  of  origin 
to  Galveston  under  such  agreement,  and  to  receive  the  freight  ten- 
dered by  such  steamship  company,  and  forward  same  to  its  destination 
nnder  such  agreement  And  it  is,  and  has  been,  an  established  custom 
and  usage  between  the  respondents  and  the  Mallory  Line  and  your 
orator,  with  reference  to  freight  originating  at  points  on  the  lines 
of  the  several  railway  companies  in  Texas  destined  ft>r  New  York 
or  to  points  beyond  on  lines  of  railway  connected  with  the  Mallory 
Line  and  your  orator  at  that  point,  to  bill  frel^t  from  point  of  orlgto 
to  point  of  destination  at  a  through  rate  previously  agreed  upon,  and 
at  the  same  and  similar  rates  and  under  the  same  exact  and  similar 
conditions,  and  for  the  steamship  company  receiving  such  ft^gfat  to 
pay  to  die  railroad  company  delivering  the  freii^t  at  GalTeston  the 
charges  for  freights  earned  by  said  railroad  company  In  transporting 
the  freight  from  point  of  origin  to  Galveston,  Tens,  under  said  agree- 
ment, and  to  receive  the  freight  tendered  by  the  railroad  company, 
and  forward  the  same  to  New  Yoric,  if  that  be  the  point  of  destina- 
tion, or,  if  beyond,  to  deliver  same  to  connecting  lines  reaching  said 
point  under  said  agreement  This  custom  and  usage  Is  eBtabllshed 
in  all  cases,  except  in  the  case  of  perishable  goods*  when  the  casten 
does  not  apply. 

**  That  there  is  a  combination  of  railway  companies  and  steamship 
companies  known  and  designated  by  the  name  of  the  aoatttweslein 
Freight  Bureau,  composed  of  and  by  the  prtncipal  railway  aystens  In 
the  southwestern  portion  of  the  United  States,  of  whl<ii  the  respond- 
ents the  Southern  Pacific  Company,  the  Morgsn  Steamship  Oompany, 
and  the  Cromwell  Steamship  Company,  which  latter  steamship  compa- 
nies operate  lines  of  steamship  between  the  ports  of  New  Orleans,  la 
the  state  of  Louisiana,  and  New  York,  and  the  Mallory  Line,  are 
members,  organized  fbr  the  purpose  of  controlling  freight  of  Interstate 
commerce  In  that  portion  of  the  United  States  reached  by  the  said 
railroads  and  their  connections  by  rail  and  water.  That  heretofore, 
to  wit,  on  or  about  the  3lBt  day  of  January,  1896,  at  a  meeting  of 
said  freight  bureau,  called  for  that  purpose  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
state  of  New  York,  at  which  representatives  of  tiie  lines  linein 
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plained  of ,— the  Malloxy.  tbe  MmrgtaXf  and  tbe  Oromwell  Steamablp 
Lines,  thereunto  duly  anthorlzed, — were  present,  said  railroads  entered 
into  a  conspiracy  with  said  steamship  companies  against  year  orator, 
wherein  and  whereby  it  was  and  is  attempted  to  prevent  your  orator 
from  carrying  on  its  business  as  a  common  carrier  in  interstate  com- 
merce. That  said  railroad  companies  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
said  Mallory  Line,  the  Oromwell  Line,  and  tbe  Morgan  Line  in  sub- 
stance and  in  effect  as  follows :  '  That  all  through  rales  and  diyislcms 
via  Oulf  ports  be  discontinued  from  and  to  domestic  ports  with 
steamer  lines  not  members  of  this  association,  and  all  taterchange  of 
traffic  with  such  Ihies  be  discontinued  as  far  as  possiblef  That  in 
consideration  of  assistance  given  the  Mallory  Line  by  the  adoption 
of  this  agreement  the  Mallory  Line  is  to  cancel  all  existing  contracts 
or  special  arrangements  with  the  Kansas  City,  Pittsburg  &  Gulf  on 
Missouri  riyer  bushiess,  and  hereafter  abide  by  rates  and  regulations 
fixed  by  this  assoclatlim.  That  all  rates  less  than  authorised  associa- 
tion basis  between  Texas  pohits  and  all  territories  be  withdrawn  Fel>- 
mary  15th,  and  that  prepayment  of  freight  be  demanded  from  the 
steamer  lines  not  members  of  this  association.'  That  your  orator  is 
the  only  steamer  Ihie  running  between  New  York  and  any  of  the  Gulf 
ports  not  a  member  of  the  said  association.  That  by  the  terms  of 
said  agreement  respondents  agreed  to  accept  from  and  deliver  to 
said  Ifaies  members  of  said  association  freight  upon  conditions  which 
they  would  not  grant  to  your  orator,  or  any  oth^  competitor  in  this 
field,  not  a  member  of  said  freight  bureau.  That  by  the  terms  of  said 
agreement  said  railroad  companies  l>ound  themselves  to  break  off  all 
relations  with  your  orator  except  those  coupled  with  such  discrim- 
Inattaig  conditions  as  to  amount  to  a  practical  refusal  to  transact  any 
business  [410]  with  your  orator.  That  pursuant  to  said  agreement, 
and  in  the  execution  thereof,  said  railroad  companies  have  served 
upon  your  orator  notices  in  substance  and  effect  that  on  and  after 
February  16,  1888,  they  will  not  accept  any  freight  from  your  orator 
destined  to  pohits  on  their  respective  lines,  or  points  reached  by  their 
connections,  unless  the  freights  oa  same  be  prepaid;  nor  will  they 
accept  any  freight  consigned  to  your  orator  except  iq;>on  same  and 
similar  conditions;  tliat  they  will  no  longer  permit  your  orator  to 
bill  through  freight  as  is  and  has  been  heretofore  the  custom  between 
said  railroad  companies  and  the  only  two  lines  running  into  Gal- 
veston from  New  York,  but  will  require  and  demand  of  your  orator  on 
all  freight  shipped  by  its  line  full  local  rate  from  Galveston  to  point 
of  destination;  nor  will  they  accept  any  freight  consigned  from  New 
York  or  to  points  on  the  connecting  line  at  that  place  routed  by  your 
orator's  line  except  that  full  locals  be  paid  to  Galveston,  and  freight 
rebilled  at  that  point  to  point  of  destination.  Your  orator  alleges 
thstt  these  conditions,  exactions,  and  demands  will  apply  only  to  your 
orator,  and  that  they  will  not  apply  to  the  Mallory  Line,  or  to  any 
other  line  running  from  New  York  to  Gulf  ports,  members  of  the  said 
freight  bureau.  But  on  the  contrary,  it  alleges  that  said  lines  will 
continue  to  act  in  conjunction  with  the  Mallory  Line  as  a  member  of 
said  association,  as  is  and  has  been  the  custom  heretofiore,  and  as 
hereinbefore  alleged  and  set  forth.  That  l^  so  doing  the  said  Inters 
national  ft  Great  Northern  Railroad  Company,  the  Missouri,  Kansas 
&  Texas  of  Texas,  and  the  Gulf,  Ck>lorado  &  Santa  F6  threaten  and 
intend  to  unlawfully  and  willfully  violate  the  express  provisions  of 
the  laws  of  the  United  States ;  and  in  carrying  faito  effect  the  threats 
made  your  orator  will  be  prevented  from  engsging  and  continuing  in 
the  traffic  at  interstate  commerce,  and  now  carried  on  by  it  It  will 
be  required  to  accept  and  transport  freight  at  a  price  largely  below 
the  cost  of  carriage  in  order  to  compete  in  tbe  same  field  with  the 
Mallory  Line  and  other  steamship  lines  having  connections  under 
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similar  drcomstances,  memben  of  mM  aflBodatloiL  That  muA  stops 
on  the  part  of  said  railroad  companies  will  be,  In  effect,  granting  t» 
the  Mallory  Line  and  other  steamer  lines  simllariy  engaged,  members 
of  said  association,  nndae  and  unreasonable  preteioioe  orer  yonr 
orator,  and  will  subject  it  to  undue  and  unreasonable  pr^udloe  and 
dlsadyantage. 

**  Your  orator  further  alleges  that  the  said  railroad  companies  and 
the  Mallory  Line  tiaye  entered  into  an  agreement  and  compact  bj 
which  said  railroad  companies  agree  to  accept  on  and  after  F^ruazy 
15,  1^6,  freight  from  the  Mallory  Lhie  originating  at  New  York,  and 
destined  tb  points  on  their  line  in  the  state  of  Texas,  or  to  points  of 
connecting  roads,  on  a  through  rate  which  is  less  than  the  combinatloD 
of  local  rates  which  will  be  demanded  of  your  orator  on  and  after 
said  date;  and  they  ttave  agreed  further  that,  in  the  erent  freight 
originating  outside  of  New  York  Gity,  for  the  carriage  of  which  to 
New  York  the  Mallory  Line  or  consignors  of  said  freight  would  be  re- 
quired to  pay  not  more  than  thirty-flye  cents  per  hundred  pounds; 
that  the  cost  of  such  transportation  to  New  York  so  required  shall 
be  absorbed,  and  all  lines  participating  in  the  carriage  of  sndi 
freight  from  New  York  shall  prorate  such  cost  of  carriage  to  New 
York  with  the  Mallory  Line,  and  the  Mallory  Line  will  be  called  upon 
to  pay  only  thlrty-flye  per  cent,  of  such  charge.  The  said  agreement 
affects  all  freights  originating  outside  of  New  York  City,  and  imposes 
upon  your  orator  in  its  competition  for  such  frei|^  ttm  amount,  at 
least,  rebated  to  the  Mallory  Line  as  its  pro  rata  of  the  arbitrary 
paid  out  in  getting  said  freight  to  New  York.  That  said  roads  haye 
agreed  with  said  Mallory  Line  that  upon  all  freights  transported  by 
it  from  New  York  to  Oalyeston,  and  from  Galyeston  to  New  York, 
destined  to  points  on  the  lines  of  the  seyeral  railways  outside  of 
Galyeston,  shall  receiye  thirty-fiye  per  cent  of  the  thnmgh  rate,  the 
balance  to  be  prorated  upon  an  agreed  basis  between  the  participating 
railroads.  That  said  railroads  will  not  grant,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
will  refuse  to  grant,  to  your  orator  equal  rights  and  priylleges  with 
the  Mallory  Line  as  aboye  set  fbrth,  but  exact  and  demand  that  all 
freight  routed  yia  your  orator's  line,  whether  it  originates  at  New 
York  or  beyond,  or  at  points  on  respondents'  lines  of  railway, 
stiall  be  required  to  pay  the  total  of  local  rates,  which  would  be 
largely  in  excess  of  the  amount  required  and  exacted  of  the  Mallory 
Line  or  other  members  of  such  association,  and  that  all  freif^ts 
routed  oyer  your  orator's  line  will  haye  to  pay  a  higher  rate  than  if 
the  same  were  routed  by  way  of  the  Mallory  Line.  That,  [411]  as 
hereinbefore  alleged,  the  seryice,  accommodation,  connections,  and 
facilities  of  the  Mallory  Line  and  those  of  your  orator  are  in  eyery 
sense  equal,  exact,  and  similar ;  and  that  by  the  imposition  on  the  part 
of  the  railroads  herein  complained  of  your  orator  wlU  be  caused  to 
suffer  great  and  Irreparable  injury,  its  business  prostrated,  and 
probably  preyented  from  continuing  in  Its  line  of  bminees.  That  at 
law  there  exists  no  plain,  full,  complete,  and  adequate  remedy;  that 
your  orator  belleyes,  and  it  so  charges,  that  re^)ondents  Intend  to  and 
will  enforce  said  threats  and  demands  on  and  after  February  IS, 
1898,  and  thereby  dlyert  business  and  freight  from  it  to  the  Mallory 
Line,  and  preyent  it  from  competing  with  said  line  In  the  transporta- 
tion of  state  and  interstate  commerce. 

''Wherefore  your  orator  prays  that  your  honors  will  grant  your 
most  gracious  writ  of  Injunction  restraining  Ijie  respondents,  and  each 
of  them,  their  agents  and  seryantB,  from  in  any  way  interfering  wItt 
the  business  of  your  orator  as  it  has  been  heretofore  and  Is  now  b^ng 
carried  on  between  the  respondents  and  your  orator  In  the  mannor 
and  by  the  means  hereinbefore  alleged,  and  restraining  them  from 
discriminating  against  your  orator  la  the  making  and  granting  of 
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thronsh  rates,  restraining  them,  and  each  of  them,  from  carrying  out 
the  agreement  between  than  and  others  In  so  far  as  It  affects  yoor 
orator,  and  commanding  them  to  afford  to  yonr  orator  the  same 
facilities,  and  to  accept  freight  under  the  same  conditions,  as  by  than 
extended  and  granted  to  the  other  connecting  steamship  lines  between 
Galveston  and  New  York,  and  commanding  them  to  make  the  same 
rate  of  freight  on  Interstate  and  through  business,  and  to  allow  yonr 
orator  the  same  pro  rata  of  through  rates,  as  is  gly^  to  the  Mallory 
Line;  that  upon  the  final  hearing  had  said  Injunction  be  made  per- 
manent ;  and  for  such  other  and  further  and  general  relief  as  to  yonr 
honors  may  seem  meet  and  proper." 

On  February  12,  1898,  this  bill  was  exhibited  to  one  of 
the  judges  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  Eastern  district  of 
Texas,  who  thereupon  ordered: 

"Upon  consideration  of  the  within  petition,  the  same  is  set  down 
for  hearing  before  me  at  Galveston,  Texas,  on  February  21,  ISdS,  at 
10  o'clock  a.  m.  of  said  day,  at  the  United  States  court  house,  and 
In  the  meantime  respondents  are  directed  to  maintain  with  com- 
plainant the  same  relations  with  respect  to  rates,  divisions,  and 
freights  as  are  by  them  granted  to  the  Mallory  Line." 

At  the  time  and  place  appointed  the  defendants  appeared 
by  counsel.  The  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Com- 
pany of  Texas  submitted  an  answer,  which,  after  certain 
admissions  and  denials  not  necessary  to  note,  proceeded  tiius: 

*^Thls  defendant,  for  full  and  complete  answer  to  the  bUl  of  com- 
plainant filed  herein,  shows:  It  is  ^igaged  in  the  operatlcm  of  lines 
of  railway  lying  wholly  in  the  state  of  Texas,  with  a  mileage  of 
about  nine  hundred  and  seventynslz  mUes,  extending  from  Galveston, 
Texas,  in  a  northwesterly  direction  to  the  north  line  of  the  state  of 
Texas  near  Denison,  in  Grayson  county,  Texas,  together  with  certain 
branches  in  the  state  of  Texas,  and  that  it  reaches  with  Its  own  lines 
many  of  the  most  Important  cities  in  Texas,  such  as  Houston,  Waco, 
Ft  Worth,  Dallas,  Denison,  Sherman,  and  others,  and  connects  with 
all  the  principal  raUroads  in  said  state,  and  that  its  business  con- 
sists of  tiie  transportation  of  passen^rs,  freight,  mail,  and  express, 
and  that  such  business  constitutes  international,  interstate,  and  state 
commerce,  and  that  such  commerce  in  the  natural  comrse  of  business 
moves  in  all  directions  over  this  defendant's  lines  of  railway  and  its 
ccmnections.  It  is  to  the  best  interests  of  this  defendant,  as  well  as 
to  the  best  interests  of  its  connecting  lines  and  the  general  public 
which  they  serve,,  as  the  defendant  believes  and  avers,  that  this  com- 
merce be  carried  at  reasonable,  opoi,  published,  and  stable  rates,  filed 
with  the  interstate  commerce  commissiom  where  the  commerce  is  in* 
terstate,  and  with  the  raUroad  commission  of  the  state  of  '  Texas 
where  the  commerce  is  state.  It  is  likewise  to  the  interest  of  this 
defendant,  its  connections,  and  the  public  generally,  that  it  should 
have  a  Joint  through  tarlft  from  points  on  its  lines  and  connecti<»i8 
to  New  York  In  connection  with  some  steamship  line  from  Galveston; 
and  this  defoidant  shows  that  recently,  and  a  short  time  before  the 
filing  of  the  bUl  [418]  herein,  it  effected  an  arrangenmnt  with  the 
New  York  &  Texas  Steamship  Gompai^,  hereinafter  and  hi  the  bill 
referred  to  as  the  '  llallory  Line,'  by  which  a  through  rate  has  been 
agreed  upon  between  New  York  and  what  Is  known  as  'Atlantic  Sea- 
board Territory'  and  points  on  this  defendantfs  lines  and  Its  con- 
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neetioiu,  and  In  oonfonnlty  thereto  a  joint  through  tariff  has  been 
adopted  Xny  this  defendant  and  the  Mallory  Line  and  otiiera,  and  filed 
with  the  Interstate  commerce  commission,  a  copy  whereof  Is  hereto 
appended,  marked  '  Exhibit  ▲,'  for  convenient  reference,  and  made  a 
part  hereof;  and  that  the  rates  therein  a^^reed  upon,  published,  and 
established  are  reasonable  and  just,  and  under  the  proTisions  of  the 
act  of  coQgrees  to  regulate  interstate  commeroe  constitute  the  nuol- 
mum  and  the  mii^imum  charges  which  can  be  made  by  this  defendant 
and  the  Mallory  Line  for  the  transportation  of  freight  between  the 
points  named.  This  defendant  shows  that  prior  to  July  16,  1807, 
when  the  complainant  first  entered  its  ships  in  the  service  between 
Galveston  and  New  York,  this  defendant,  In  connection  with  other 
railroads  of  the  Southwest,  had  in  force  certain  joint  tariffs  from 
New  York  to  x>oints  on  its  line  and  those  on  its  connections,  by  the 
Gulf  ports,  but  the  assent  of  the  steamship  companies  was  never 
given  to  such  joint  tariffs  by  filing  the  same  with  tjie  Interstate  com- 
merce commission,  or  by  general  adoption  thereof,  and  the  steamship 
companies  were  bound  by  said  through  tariffs  only  when  titiey  ac- 
cepted shipments  of  freight  thereunder.  That  almost  immediately 
after  the  complainant  entered  into  the  New  York  and  Galveston 
trade  a  rate  war  broke  out  as  to  Texas  traffic  between  it  and  the 
Mallory  Line,  which  resulted  In  a  notice  being  given  by  this  defend- 
ant to  the  complainant  and  the  Mallory  Line  that  it  would  charge 
them  its  regular  established  rates  from  and  to  Galveston  on  Texas 
traffic;  and  since  such  notice  was  given  this  defendant  has  charged 
on  all  freight  to  and  from  said  steamship  lines  its  regularly  estab- 
lished rates  to  and  from  Galveston;  and  the  Mallory  Line  and  the 
complainant  have  at  all  times  allowed  such  rates  to  this  defendant; 
and  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill  of  complaint  herein  no  other 
or  different  arrangements  were  in  effect  between  this  defendant  and 
the  complainant,  or  between  this  defendant  and  the  Mallory  Line, 
save  and  except  that  this  defendant  had  made  a  contract  arrange- 
ment with  the  Mallory  Line  for  johit  through  rates  and  joint  billing 
such  as  herehibefore  stated  and  hereinafter  set  out.  and  pursuant 
thereto  this  defendant  and  the  Mallory  Line  filed  with  the  Interstate 
commerce  commission  such  joint  through  tariff  as  stated.  The  de- 
fendant further  avers  that  the  complahiant  has  substantially  at  all 
times  since  it  has  been  engaged  in  the  trade  between  New  York  and 
Galveston  allowed  to  this  defendant  Its  established  rail  rates  to  and 
from  Galveston  on  such  traffic ;  and  further  avers  that  the  defendant 
has  not  and  does  not  intend  to  deny  the  right  to  the  complainant 
hereafter  of  having  its  commerce  carried  to  and  from  Galveston  at 
the  defendant's  regularly  established  Galveston  rates.  And  defend- 
ant further  alleges  that  its  regularly  established  rates  heretofore, 
now,  and  hereafter  to  be  in  effect  to  and  from  GcUveston  liave  been, 
are,  and  will  be  reasonable,  just,  and  lawful. 

''The  contract  agreement  between  this  defendant  and  the  Mallory 
Line  includes  a  through  joint  rate  between  the  points  established  by 
the  joint  tariff  hereinabove  referred  to,  through  bills  of  lading,  and 
through  billing,  and,  for  the  present,  a  division  of  the  through 
rate  on  the  basis  of  allowhig  the  defendant  and  Its  connecting  llnee, 
as  their  proportion  of  the  through  rate,  tiie  established  tariff  rate 
from  Galveston  to  the  southwestern  Inland  point  of  origin  or  destina- 
tion. The  defendant,  however,  alleges  that  It  Is  and  will  be  entirely 
lawful  for  the  defendant  and  the  Mallory  Line  to  mal»  any  division 
of  the  through  rate  between  themselves,  as  from  time  to  time  they 
may  determine  to  be  just  and  equitable.  The  reasons  whieh  led  the 
defendant  to  enter  into  this  contract  arrangement  wttfa  the  Mallory 
IJne  are,  among  others:  (1)  The  Mallory  Line  has  been  long  running; 
and  Is  now  running,  and  Is  to  oonUnne  to  nm,  well-eQii^pped  sbeam- 
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ibilMi  between  New  York  aaa  OAhnestoii,  oweryiiig  a  Uunge  comiievoe, 
aad  baa  a  veH-eatablished  bualneea,  and  the  geod  will  of  the  ahlK^eni 
of  the  eoiABtvjr,  and  ie  ^u^wteiKt  and  leUaMe,  and  in  evenr  waj 
oapable,  IraetvcHlhy,  and  neapenelbie.  (2)  That  the  arranfcment  be- 
tween the  defei4Ant  and  the  Malloiy  Ijne.  wheeeby  they  oany  open 
a  Joint  through  mte,  pubUehed  and  known  to  the  world,  and  filed  with 
the  taiteratate  commerce  oemmiieion,  ean  but  be  beneficial  to  the 
public  at  large,  and  redound  to  the  mntuai  advantage  and  benefit 
[418]  of  both  parties  to  the  arrangem^it.  <8)  The  ateamabipe  of  the 
Mallory  Line  engaged  and  to  be  engaged  in  the  Qalreaton  and  New 
York  basinesa  are  cQual,  if  not  superior,  to  any  steamships  in  tlie 
United  States  enpiged  in  what  Is  known  as  ^e  'Atlantic  Coast 
Service/  (4)  The  steamsbAps  of  the  Kallory  Line  aie  provided  with 
ample  facilities  for  the  carriage  ef  both  freight  and  passengers.  (5) 
The  Mallory  Line  is  eqnipped  with  much  better  shi^  than  any 
other  line  runnhig  between  Galveston  and  New  York,  and  nudEes 
several  days'  better  time  between  the  two  ports  than  any  other  ships. 
(6)  The  steamships  of  the  MaJIory  Lhie  plying  between  Qalveston 
and  New  York  arrive  and  depart  at  regular  stated  times;  and  in 
the  arrangement  which  has  been  made  between  this  defendant  and 
the  Mallory  line  hereinabove  referred  to  it  has  been  uAderstood 
and  agreed  that  the  necessaiy  number  of  steamships  of  Hie  Mallory 
Line  should  arrive  and  depart  6a<A  week,  anriving  and  leaving  i^ion 
certain  days  of  the  week  so  far  as  poeaibleu  (7)  The  Mallory  Line 
afforded  the  best  opportunity  and  the  bast  facilities  for  a  ^ongh 
business  connection  with  the  defendant 

*'The  defendant  further  shows  that  the  complainant  company  has 
not  such  a  service  between  New  York  and  Galveston  as  to  make  it 
specially  desirable  for  this  defendant  to  establish  a  joint  through 
tariff  with  it,  with  through  IKlls  of  lading  and  through  billing.  The 
complainant's  steamships  are  not  equal  in  speed  or  appliances  to 
those  of  the  Mallory  Line.  They  require  eight  to  ten  days  to  make 
the  trip  between  Galveston  and  New  York,  while  the  steamships  of 
the  Mallory  Line  make  the  trip  in  about  six  days.  The  steamships 
of  the  complainant  are  not  combined  freight  and  passenger  ships,  but 
are  built  only  for  freight,  tiiough  tbey  may  be  able  to  carry  a  few 
passengers.  Since  tiie  complainant  entered  the  Galveston  and  New 
York  trade,  Its  ships  have  not  arrived  or  departed  at  regular  and 
stated  periods.  At  first  they  ran  a  ship  about  once  a  week,  but  leav- 
ing  upon  no  particular  day,  and  for  some  time  past  and  at  present  their 
ships  are  not  running  so  often,  and  arrive  and  depart  on  no  particu- 
lar day  or  regular  time.  This  defendant  further  distinctly  avers  that 
it  does  not  intend,  by  the  establishment  of  the  through  rate  and 
through  billing  and  through  business  connections  with  tiie  Mallory 
Line,  to  in  any  way  unduly  or  unreasonably  discriminate  against 
the  complainant's  line,  and  states  that  whatever  advantage  the 
Mallory  Line  may  secure  over  the  complainant's  line  is  the  result 
of  the  contract  arrangement  l>etween  the  Mallory  Line  and  tiie  de- 
fendant, and  that  such  contract  arrangement  is  reasonable,  justifiable, 
and  lawful.  The  defendant  avers  that  it  is,  and  will  be  at  all  times, 
ready  to  deliver  to  or  receive  from  tiie  complainant's  line  all  business 
which  shall  be  consigned  to  or  from  that  line,  and  destined  over  the 
Itaie  ef  the  defendant  or  its  connections.  But  the  defendant  avows 
the  purpose  of  requiring,  so  long  as  it  deems  proper,  the  prepayment 
of  fteight  delivered  by  the  complainant  to  the  defendant,  and  says 
that  such  requirement  is  and  will  be  no  unjust  discrimination  against 
complainant,  but  one  that  is  authorized  and  justified  by  law.  The 
defendant  states  that  it  is  not  ready  to  enter  into  an  arrangement 
with  the  complainant  for  a  through  joint  service  such  as  it  has  made 
with  the  Mallory  Line,  and  submits  that  it  ought  not  and  cannot  be 
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raonired  to  enter  into  eodi  en  errengement,  ee  mider  the  lew  ttie 
defendent  ie  not  bound  to  cerry  beyond  its  own  line.  Tbe  dtfendent 
will  at  all  timee  more  with  promptneee  and  dispatch  to  and  from 
complainant  all  freight  which  may  be  tendered  at  tbe  eetabUahed 
ratee  from  Oalyeetem,  and  accord  to  the  oomi^ainant  eveiy  right 
which  it  accords  to  everj  other  shipper  tmdering  it  freight  at  Gal- 
veston. The  defendant  further  shows  that  the  complainant,  bj  tlie 
bill,  seeks  to  avail  itself  of  the  benefits  of  a  contract  arrangement 
entered  into  between  this  defendant  and  the  Malloiy  Line,  which 
it  has  no  right  to  do.  The  defendant  shows  that  the  complainant 
is  not  subject  to  the  interstate  conmierce  laws,  and  has  not  moved, 
and  does  not  move,  its  commerce  under  any  tariff  filed  with  the 
interstate  commerce  commission;  and,  not  being  subjected  to  the 
burdens  and  penalties  of  the  interstate  ccmmierce  laws,  cannot,  In 
this  proceeding,  avail  itself  of  the  ben^ts  thereof  by  securing  the 
advantage  of  a  joint  through  rate,  whidi,  under  the  interstate  com- 
merce laws,  can  only  be  made  by  the  joint  asscbt  of  the  parties. 
The  defendant  further  shows  that  the  complainant  has  moved  the 
freight  which  it  carried  between  Galveston  and  New  York  at  rates 
not  published,  and  vaiying  from  time  to  time,  and  that  the  rates 
at  all  times  heretofore  charged  by  the  complainant  since  it  has  been 
in  the  business  of  carrying  between  Gal-  [414]  veston  and  New  York 
have  been  such  that,  when  added  to  the  established  railroad  rates 
from  Galveston  over  defendant's  line  and  connections,  would  be 
less  than  the  through  ratee  established  by  the  arrangement  herein- 
before referred  to  which  has  been  made  between  the  defendant  and 
the  Malloiy  Line  to  and  from  New  York  and  a  large  portion  of  sea- 
board territory." 

The  other  defendants  each  separately  submitted  its  demur- 
rer, on  the  following  grounds,  and  in  identically  the  same 
words: 

"(1)  That  the  said  complainant  hath  not,  In  and  by  its  said  bill, 
stated  such  a  case  as  doth  or  ought  to  entitle  it  to  any  such  relief  as 
is  hereby  sought  and  prayed  for  from  or  against  this  defendant 
*  *  *  (8)  That,  if  the  matters  stated  do  give  the  complainant  any 
cause  of  complaint  against  this  defendant,  the  same  is  triable  and 
determinable  at  law,  and  ought  not  to  be  inquired  of  by  this  court 
(4)  That  it  appears  from  the  bill  of  complaint  that  the  relief  is 
sought  for  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  congress  approved  July  2, 
1890,  entitled  'An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies.'  That  under  the  said  act  the  only  remedy 
given  to  a  private  party,  or  any  party  other  than  the  govemmoit  of 
the  United  States,  is  that  of  a  suit  for  threefold  damages,  costs,  and 
reasonable  attorney's  fees ;  and  it  appears  from  the  said  act  that  the 
only  party  entitled  to  maintain  bill  for  injunction  for  any  aUeged 
breach  thereof  is  the  government  of  the  United  States,  by  its  district 
attorney,  on  the  authority  of  the  attorney  generaL  That  it  further 
appears  that,  independently  of  such  statute,  the  matters  set  forth  in 
the  bill  of  complaint  do  not  show  any  cause  of  action,  at  law  or  in 
equity,  as  independently  of  such  statute  the  matters  set  forth  In  the 
said  bill  do  not  show  any  illegal  or  wrongful  combination  or  con- 
spiracy. And  herein  this  defendant  says  that  it  has  the  legal  right 
to  decide  what  parties  it  will  credit  and  what  parties  it  will  not 
credit,  by  refusing  to  carry  freight  without  prepayment  of  charges, 
and  has  the  right  to  decide  what  parties  it  will  lend  money  to  by  ad- 
vancing charges  and  what  parties  it  will  refuse  to  so  lend  money  to. 
And  herein  this  defendant  further  says  that  it  is  under  no  legal  obll- 
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gation  to  transport  or  enter  into  any  extra  terminal  arrangement  oon- 
ceming  the  transportation  of  freight  except  on  its  own  terms;  and 
when  it  does,  of  its  own  volition,  enter  into  snch  extra  terminal  arrange- 
ments f6r  the  through  carriage  of  freight,  through  billing,  through 
bills  of  lading,  etc.,  it  is  entitled  to  select  the  connection  with  which 
it  desires  to  establish  snch  arrangements,  and  that  it  has  the  perfect 
right  to  make  such  arrangements  with  one  connection  without  making 
the  same  or  similar  arrangements  with  others.  Defendant  further 
says  that  the  bill  fails  to  allege  any  fticts  which  show  that  complain- 
ant is  entitled  to  have  this  defendant  compelled  by  process  of  the 
court  to  enter  into  traffic  relations  with  it" 

On  March  2, 1898,  the  judge  of  the  circuit  court  passed  his 
decree  as  follows : 

''This  cause  having  been  brought  on  to  be  heard  on  the  pleadings 
and  affidavits  in  support  of  same,  and  solicitors  for  both  complainant 
and  respondents  having  been  heard,  and  due  deliberation  having  been 
had,  it  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by  the  court  that  the  prelimi- 
nary injunction  prayed  for  in  complainant's  bill  be  granted;  and  the 
respondents  the  Gulf,  Colorado  &  Santa  F6  Railway  Company,  the 
Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Company  of  Texas,  and  the  Jnt&t- 
national  &  Great  Northern  Railroad  Company,  and  each  of  them,  their 
respective  agents  and  servants,  are  hereby  enjoined,  until  final  hear- 
ing of  this  cause,  from  interfering  in  any  way  with  the  business  of 
the  Miami  Steamship  Company,  as  it  has  heretofore  and  is  now  being 
carried  on  between  said  railway  companies  and  the  Miami  Steamship 
Company,  or  from  discriminating  against  said  Miami  Steamship 
Company  in  the  making  and  granting  of  through  rates,  in  the  manner 
and  mode  of  payment  of  freight  and  charges,  and  in  the  manner  of 
through  billing  of  freight,  and  from  enforcing  and  carrying  into  effect 
the  agreement  between  them  and  others  operating  as  the  South- 
western Freight  Bureau,  In  so  far  as  the  same  affects  the  Biiami 
Steamship  Company ;  and  you  and  each  of  you,  your  respective  agents 
and  servants,  are  hereby  commanded  to  afford  to  the  Miami  Steam- 
ship Compai^  the  same  facilities  with  reference  to  the  interchange 
of  freight,  to  acc^t  from  and  deliver  to  it  freight  [415]  under  the 
same  conditions  and  terms,  as  are  by  you  or  either  of  you  granted 
and  extended  to  any  other  steamship  line  operating  between  New 
York  and  Galveston;  and  you  are  further  conunanded  to  make  to 
Miami  Steamship  Company*  the  same  rate  of  freight  on  interstate 
and  through  business,  and  to  allow  to  said  Miami  Steamship  Company 
the  same  pro  rata  or  division  of  such  through  rates  as  by  you  or 
either  of  you  given  to  any  other  steamship  line  operating  between 
New  York  and  Galveston,  and  especially  to  the  New  York  &  Texas 
Steamship  Company.** 

The  defendants  jointly  and  severally  asked  to  be  allowed 
to  appeal,  and  have  jointly  and  severally  assigned  errors  as 
follows: 

"(1)  The  court  erred  in  entertaining  the  bill  for  injunction,  for  the 
reason  that  it  disclosed  no  equity  on  its  face.  (2)  Defendants  had 
and  have,  and  each  of  them  had  and  has,  the  right  to  demand  prepay- 
ment of  freight  charges  when  delivered  to  them  or  either  of  them  by  a 
connecting  carrier,  without  exacting  such  prepayment  when  delivered 
by  another  connecting  carrier.    (8)  The  defendants  ^ad  and  liave, 
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The  appellantB  conteiid  iluit  the  seTenl  mnmngaDiaits 
effected  between  the  ICallory  Line  and  the  defiendsnt  milwmy 
oompanies  do  not  viohite  the  common  law,  or  the  interstate 
commerce  law  of  the  United  States,  or  any  statate  of  the 
state  of  Texas.  They  contend  that  there  is  no  obligation 
imposed  upon  the  defendant  companies  to  make  any  arrange- 
ment for  through  joint  shipments,  with  a  joint  tariff,  through 
billing,  and  a  waiver  of  prepayment  of  freight,  with  the 
Lone  Star  Line  because  of  the  fact  that  they  have  sudi  ar- 
rangements with  the  Mallory  Line.  They  contend  that 
there  is  no  general  usage  or  custom  haying  the  force  of  law 
or  local  custom  at  Gralveston,  Tex.,  whieh  gives  to  one  am- 
necting  carrier  the  right  to  have  the  same  arrangements  as 
to  through  shipments  on  joint  tariffs  which  other  carrios 
may  have  acquired  by  contract.  They  contend  that  the  ar- 
rangements existing  between  the  Mallory  Line  and  the  de- 
fendants are  several  contract  arrangements  between  it  and 
each  of  the  defendants,  and  that  the  same  are  in  no  way  af- 
fected by  the  fact,  if  it  is  a  fact,  that  there  was  an  under- 
standing in  advance  between  the  defendant  railway  com- 
panies that  they  would  each  make  a  several  arrangement 
with  the  Mallory  Line.  The  alleged  agreement  between  the 
steamer  lines  and  the  defendants,  so  far  as  it  provides  ^  that 
the  Mallory  Line  is  to  cancel  all  existing  contracts  or  special 
arrangements  with  the  Kansas  City,  Pittsburg  &  Gulf  on 
Missouri  river  business,  and  hereafter  abide  by  rates  and 
regulations  fixed  by  this  association,'*  does  not  appear,  on 
the  face  of  it,  or  in  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  to  give  any 
ground  of  grievance  to  the  complainant.    The  complainant 
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does  not  expect  to  xeoeive  any  [416]  freight  from  these 
steamer  lines,  or  desire  to  furnish  any  freight  to  either  of 
them, but, so  far  as  it  is  related  to  either,it  is  a  rival  of  eaeh, 
competing  with  each,  more  or  less,  for  the  ^^  Missouri  Biver 
business."  This  part  of  the  agreement  looks  like  it  would 
work  in  the  interest  of  the  complainant  by  throwing  to  it 
all  of  the  business  of  the  Kansas  City,  Pittsburg  A  Oulf 
Bailroad  and  any  other  carriers  in  the  territory  from  which 
the  complainant  solicits  traffic  who  are  not  members  of  the 
Southwestern  Freight  Bureau.  The  provision  "that  all 
rates  less  than  association  basis  between  Texas  points  and  all 
territories  be  withdrawn  February  16th"  would  likewise 
seem  to  affect  the  complainant  favorably,  whether  the  com- 
plainant's rates  are  lower  or  not  so  low  as  those  authorized 
by  the  association  basis.  If  the  complainant's  rates  are 
lower,  this  provision  would  seem  to  constitute  an  inducement 
to  traffic  to  patronize  the  complainant's  line.  If  its  rates 
axe  higher,  the  provisicm  is  an  abatement  of  competition  to 
the  extent  that  the  association  rate  is  higher  than  the  rate 
that  the  other  steamship  lines  have  been  offering,  for  it  is 
only  ^  rates  less  than  association  basis  "  that  are  to  be  with- 
drawn. There  is  then  left  as  the  subject  of  complaint  by  the 
appellee  the  provision  "  that  all  through  rates  and  divisions 
by  Qulf  ports  be  discontinued  from  and  to  domestic  ports 
with  steamer  lines  not  members  of  this  association,  and  all 
interchange  of  traffic  with  such  lines  be  discontinued  as  far 
as  possible,  and  that  prepayment  of  freight  be  demanded 
from  the  steamer  lines  not  members  of  this  association." 

It  is  urged  that  at  common  law  a  common  carrier  is  not 
bound  to  carry  except  on  its  own  line,  and,  if  it  contracts 
to  go  beyond,  it  may,  in  the  absBnce  of  statutory  regulations, 
determine  for  itself  what  agencies  it  will  employ,  and  its 
contract  is  equivalent  to  an  extension  of  its  line  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  contract  And  if  it  holds  itself  out  as  a  carrier 
beyond  its  line,  so  that  it  may  be  required  to  carry  in  that 
way  for  all  alike,  it  may  nevertheless  confine  its  carrying 
to  the  particular  route  which  it  chooses  to  use.  It  puts  itself 
in  no  wcMTse  position  by  extending  its  route  with  the  help  of 
odMTS  than  it  would  occupy  if  the  means  of  tran8p<nrtatum 
employed  were  all  its  own.    It  may  select  its  own  ageneiea 
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and  its  own  associates  for  doing  its  own  work.  Atchison^ 
T.  dk  8.  F.  R.  Oo.  v.  Dmwr  <b  N.  O.  R.  Oo.^  110  U.  S-  667, 
4  Sup.  Ct  185.  We  listened  attentively  and  with  interest 
to  the  able  oral  argument  of  oounael  who  appeared  for  the 
appellee,  and  we  have  diligently  examined  the  printed  brief 
which  they  submitted,  and  the  numerous  autiiorities  cited 
thereon,  but  we  do  not  find  in  all  that  they  have  advanced, 
or  in  any  of  the  authorities  we  have  examined,  anything  to 
weaken  the  force  of  the  above  suggestions  and  the  authoriiy 
on  which  the  suggestions  rest  On  a  subject  so  prolific  of 
litigation  as  the  rights,  duties,  and  liabilities  of  railroad 
carriers,  and  the  rights  of  individual  consignors  and  con- 
signees and  of  connecting  carriers  doing  business  with  the 
railway  companies,  an  immense  mass  of  litigation  has  neces- 
sarily arisen,  and  a  large  number  of  adjudged  cases  from 
courts  of  high  respectability  are  reportisd*  Many  of  these 
cases  are  comprehensive  in  tiie  reach  of  their  authority,  and 
more  comprehensive  in  the  compass  of  their  [417]  dicta. 
They  distribute  themselves  more  or  lees  through  all  the  ques- 
tions involved  in  the  case  now  before  us,  and  are  hardly 
susceptible  of  close  alignment  witii  the  questions  here,  or 
satisfactory  review  in  connection  with  these  questions.  They 
are  instructive  in  their  analogies,  but  the  facts  are  different 
from  those  we  have  now  to  omsider,  and  we  think  it  best  to 
let  our  application  of  their  analogies  appear  rather  in  the 
disposition  of  the  questions  on  which  we  are  called  to  pass 
than  in  any  attempted  formulation  of  their  doctrine  in  lan- 
guage which,  quoted  out  of  its  logical  connection,  and  con- 
strued from  the  standpoint  of  new  cases  hereafter  arising, 
might  tend  to  mislead. 

Counsel  for  the  appellee  cite  sections  2,  8,  and  7  of  the  act 
to  regulate  commerce  of  February  4,  1887;  also  section  2  of 
the  act  of  March  2,  1889  (amending  section  10),  to  amend 
the  act  to  regulate  commerce.  Section  2  of  the  act  of  1887 
clearly  defines  what  shall  constitute  the  unjust  discrimination 
which  it  prohibits,  and  cannot  be  made  to  apply  to  this  case 
without  assuming  that  the  contract  existing  betwe^i  each  of 
the  defendants  and  the  Mallory  line  for  the  extension  of 
the  business  of  each  over  that  line  does  not  constitute  sub- 
stantially dissimilar  circumstances  and   conditions  under 
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which  the  defendants  are  doing  businees  with  the  Mallory 
Ldne  from  the  circumstanoes  and  conditions  under  which  the 
Lone  Star  line  is  claiming  the  right  to  do  business  with  the 
defendants.  Such  an  assumption,  we  think,  is  repelled  by 
the  authorities  which  support  our  conclusion  as  to  the  de- 
fendants' contract  arrangements  being  valid  at  common  law. 
To  support  appellee's  daim  under  the  third  section  of  the 
act  to  regulate  commerce,  we  should  have  to  hold  that  the 
defendant  carriers  could  not  contract  with  the  Mallory  line 
for  extending  their  business  over  that  line  without  at  the 
same  time  making  a  similar  contract  with  any  other  party 
who  is  shown  to  be  able  and  offering  to  do  the  same  carrying 
with  equal  safety,  dispatch,  and  responsibilily,  and  that  to 
decline  to  let  such  stranger  carrier  into  their  contract,  or  to 
make  an  equivalent  contract  with  it,  is  to  give  an  undue  and 
unreasonable  preference  and  advantage  to  the  line  con- 
tracted with  and  to  subject  the  stranger  to  an  undue  and 
unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage  in  respect  to  the 
traffic  it  desires  to  carry.  If  it  should  not  be  so  held,  the 
contract  arrangements  which  the  defendant  carriers  have 
with  the  Mallory  line  do  not  constitute  the  facilities  for  the 
interchange  of  traffic,  or  that  discrimination  in  rates  and 
diarges  between  connecting  lines  to  which  the  second  para- 
graph of  section  8  applies.  The  last  clause  of  the  second 
paragraph  of  section  8  provides  tiiat  that  paragraph  shall 
not  be  construed  as  requiring  any  such  common  carrier  to 
give  the  use  of  its  tracks  or  terminal  facilities  to  another 
carrier  engaged  in  like  business.  It  is  provided  in  section  6 
that  every  common  carrier  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
act  shall  file  with  the  ccnnmissiQn  copies  of  all  contracts, 
agreements,  or  arrangements  with  other  conmion  carriers  in 
relation  to  any  traffic  affected  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  to 
which  the  canier  may  be  a  pariy.  And  in  cases  where  pas- 
sengers and  freight  pass  over  continuous  lines  or  routes 
operated  by  more  than  one  common  carrier,  and  the  carriers 
(^)erating  such  lines  or  routes  establish  joint  tariffs  of  rates 
or  fares  or  charges  for  such  [418]  continuous  lines  or  routes, 
copies  of  such  joint  tariffs  shall  also  in  like  manner  be  filed 
with  the  commission.  These  provisions  do  not  expressly  au- 
thorize the  separate  carriers  to  contract  with  reference  to 
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tbrongh  routes  and  joint  tarifis  because  the  carriers  Iiad  that 
authority.  But  these  provisimis  do  neonsarily  imply  the 
reoogniticm  that  that  authority  did  exist,  and  thai  it  could 
be  exercised  after  the  passage  of  the  act  in  like  manner  as  it 
was  known  to  have  been  exercised  for  long  periods  before 
the  passage  of  the  act,  and  to  be  in  general  use  at  the  time 
of  its  passage.  The  act  does  not  expressly  authoriae  the 
separate  carriers  to  establish  rates,  fares^  and  charges  on 
their  respective  lines,  but  it  recognizes  that  such  carriers  have 
that  right,  in  like  manner  as  it  recognizes  that  two  or  mcMre 
connecting  carriers  have  the  right  to  contract  f <^  through 
routing  and  a  joint  rate,  subject  in  each  case  to  the  leading 
limitations  embraced  in  the  first  four  sections  of  the  act 
The  fact  that  these  parties  were  left  free  to  ocmtract  in  refer- 
ence to  this  subject  necessarily  includes  a  freedom  to  dedine 
to  contract  in  case  they  cannot  agree  upon  tiie  t^ms,  or  in 
case  they  consider  it  to  their  interest  not  to  contract  <m  any 
terms.  This  legislation  was  had,  as  all  useful  legislation  is 
had,  in  reference  to  the  existing  conditions  and  the  manifest 
tendencies  of  the  subject  embraced.  It  was  at  that  time 
matter  of  common  Imowledge)  and  minutely  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  committees  of  congress  which  had  this 
subject  in  charge,  that  freight  and  passengers  were  being 
carried  through  all  the  states  from  one  extremity  of  the 
Union  to  the  other,  over  continuous  lines  or  routes,  operated 
by  more  than  one  carrier,  on  tarifEs  of  rates  and  fares  and 
charges  regulated  as  to  their  amount,  the  time  and  place  of 
their  receipt,  the  pro  rata  division  thereof  by  the  respective 
carriers,  the  accounting  for,  paying,  and  di^xibution  of  the 
same  by  and  to  the  respective  carriers  according  to  their  con- 
<3*act  agreement  or  understanding,  express  or  imi^ied*  The 
committees  of  congress,  especially  certain  members  who  were 
most  active  in  promoting  this  legislation,  had  knowledge  of 
the  En^ish  acts  on  the  same  subject,  and  studied  profoundly 
the  different  clauses,  and  even  the  phraseology,  of  those  acts, 
and  their  practical  application  to  the  bumness  of  transporta- 
ti<m  in  England,  and  the  decisions  of  the  oommissi<Mi  there 
established  and  of  the  courts  in  construing  those  acts^  And 
we  are  greatly  aided  in  construing  our  act  by  observisg  what 
provisions  of  tiie  English  act  it  adopts,  what  provi^ns  it 
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modifies,  and  bow  tbey  are  modified^  and  what  provisions  are 
omitted.  The  English  act  of  1878)  amendatory  of  the  act 
of  1854)  authorized  the  commission  by  it  establi^ed  to  estab- 
lidi  through  routes,  and  to  fix  through  rates  between  connect- 
ing lines,  and  provided  that  the  facilities  to  be  afforded  shall 
include  the  due  and  reasonable  forwarding  and  delivering  by 
any  railway  company  and  canal  company,  at  the  request  of 
any  other  such  c(»npany,  df  through  traffic  to  and  from  the 
railway  or  osimI  or  any  other  such  company,  at  through 
rates,  tolls,  or  fares,  but  required  ibe  commissioners,  in  the 
apportionment  of  such  through  rates,  to  take  into  considera- 
tion all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  including  any  special 
expense  incurred  in  respect  of  the  oonstraction,  maintenance, 
or  making  of  the  route,  or  any  part  of  the  route;  as  well  as 
any  iq)ecial  charges  which  [419]  any  company  may  have 
been  entitied  to  make  in  respect  thereof.  This  provision  is 
wholly  omitted  from  our  act  The  interstate  commerce  com- 
mission  was  early  impressed  with  the  view  thai  there  were 
cases  in  this  country  where  through  routes  and  reduced 
through  rates,  which  would  facilitate  the  movement  of  traffic, 
and  thereby  benefit  the  puUic,  are  prevented  from  being 
made  by  the  unreasonable  refusal  of  carriers  to  unite  in 
granting  sudi  facilities;  and,  being  impressed  with  the  view 
that  the  stetute  was  apparentiy  designed  to  require  connect- 
ing carriers  to  join  in  the  formation  of  through  routes  at 
lower  aggregate  rates  than  a  combination  of  their  locals,  have 
repeatedly  called  the  attention  of  congress  to  the  fact  that  it 
had  failed  to  provide  the  machinery  necessary  to  accomplish 
that  purpose.  As  the  commission,  in  one  of  their  latest 
opinions,  say,  the  correction  of  this  defect  requires  the  exer- 
cise of  some  public  authority  which  can  investigate  the  cir- 
cumstances of  each  case,  allow  the  parties  to  a  proposed 
through  rate  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  and  fairly  deter- 
mine the  matter — ^including,  if  need  be,  the  aggregate  rate 
and  divisions  thereof — ^with  due  regard  to  the  interest  of  the 
several  carriers  as  well  as  the  public  Such  a  scheme  for 
esteblishing  compulsory  through  rates  should  be  surroimded 
by  proper  safeguards,  and  its  operation  limited  by  proper 
restrictions.  Atchison^  T.  <&  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Denver  <&  N.  0. 
B.  Oo.y  supra;  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Balti' 
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more  <k  0.  R.  Co.^  146  U.  S.  268,  12  Sup.  Ct  844;  (7ffictn- 
natty  N.  O.  <&  T.  P.  By.  Co.  v.  Interstate  Oammerce  Oommie- 
rion,  162  U.  S.  184, 16  Sup.  Ct  700;  Texas  <k  P.  By.  Co.  v. 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission^  162  U.  S.  197, 16  Sup.  Ct 
666;  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  y.  Alabama  M.  R. 
Co.y  18  Sup.  Ct  45;  Kentucky  <b  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Louisville 
dk  N.  B.  Co.y  37  Fed.  626  et  seq.;  BaUroad  Co.  y.  Piatt  (de- 
cided by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  June  26, 1897) . 
As  we  view  the  complainant's  bill  and  omstrue  secticms  2 
and  8  of  the  act  to  regulate  commerce,  in  connecticm  with 
the  contract  or  arrangement  shown  to  exist  between  the  de- 
fendant carriers  and  the  Mallory  Line,  section  7  of  the  act 
and  section  10  as  amended  have  no  bearing  on  the  case  made. 
We  think  it  clear  from  our  construction  of  the  text  of  the  in- 
terstate conmierce  act  and  its  amendments,  and  the  reasoning 
and  authority  of  the  few  cases  just  cited,  and  the  numerous 
other  cases  in  line  with  them,  more  or  less  pertinent  to  our 
inquiry,  that  the  ease  attempted  to  be  made  in  the  appellee^ 
bill  of  complaint  to  the  circuit  court  cannot  be  maintained 
under  the  interstate  commerce  act  The  bill  shows  that  for 
many  years  prior  to  July  15, 1897,  there  had  been  no  compe- 
tition with  the  Mallory  line  in  the  transportation  of  traffic 
by  steam  vessels  from  Gkilveston  to  New  Tork;  that  the  com- 
plainant's own  line  began  business  on  the  15th  of  July,  1897, 
or  seven  months,  less  three  days,  before  the  exhibition  of  its 
bill.  The  cust<»n  and  usage  that  obtained  with  reference  to 
this  interstate  and  foreign  traffic,  if  any  existed  and  was 
observed  by  the  defendant  carriers  before  July  16, 1897,  was 
necessarily  restricted  to  receiving  and  delivering  freight 
from  and  to  the  Mallory  Line  (as  they  are  continuing  to  do), 
and  not  of  delivering  or  receiving  to  or  from  other  lines,  or 
to  or  from  all  lines,  because  none  other  than  the  Mallory 
Line  theretofore  existed.  [480]  It  can  hardly  be  claimed 
that  the  usage  which  has  obtained  with  the  complainant's 
line  has  acquired  the  force  of  local  custcxn.  Where  a  local 
custom  does  exist  in  reference  to  matters  about  which  parties 
contract,  and  they  refer  expressly  to  the  custom  of  the  port 
or  place,  or  make  no  express  reference  to  it,  such  custom 
will  be  considered  in  construing  such  contracts.  But  it 
is  beyond  the  power  of  a  local  custom  to  compel  parties  to 
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contract^  or  to  impose  its  terms  on  their  dealings,  against 
their  expressed  will,  or  against  the  duly-expressed  will  of 
either  of  them. 

Comisel  for  appellee  also  cite  articles  4586,  4587,  and  4589 
of  the  Beyised  Statutes  of  Texas  of  1895.  It  is  shown  by 
the  bill  that  all  the  traffic  which  the  complainant  is  engaged 
in  handling  is  interstate  or  foreign  commerce.  Such  com- 
merce is  subject  to  exclusive  regulation  by  the  national  gov- 
ernment. This  power  to  r^ulate  such  commerce  is  vested  in 
congress,  and  is  not  a  dormant  power,  but  has  been  put  into 
full  exercise  by  the  act  of  February  4, 1887.  Hence  the  arti- 
cles of  the  Texas  statutes  cited  can  have  no  application  to 
such  commerce  as  that  which  the  complainant  is  engaged  in 
conducting.  There  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  Texas 
statute  that  indicates  a  purpose  upon  the  part  of  the  legis- 
lature that  the  articles  quoted  should  apply  to  interstate  or 
foreign  c(»nmerce. 

The  appellee  contends  that  the  defendant  railway  com- 
panies entered  into  such  a  combination,  conspiracy,  and 
agreement  as  is  prohibited  by  the  act  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  monopoly,  approved  July  2, 1890, 
for  the  purpose  and  with  the  intention  of  monopolizing  the 
traffic  of  interstate  commerce  between  New  Tork  and  Gralves- 
ton,  in  restraint  of  such  commerce,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  complainant  from  carrying  on  its  business  of 
common  carrier  in  such  traffic  Counsel  cite  sections  1,  2, 
4,  and  7  of  the  act  named.  Sections  1  and  2  are  strictly 
penal.  So  far  as  section  4  confers  any  new  jurisdiction  upon 
the  circuit  courts  of  the  United  States  to  prevent  and  restrain 
violations  of  this  act,  such  new  jurisdiction,  if  any  is  con- 
ferred, appears  to  be  limited  in  its  exercise  to  suits  on  behalf 
of  the  government  instituted  by  the  district  attorneys  of  the 
United  States  in  their  respective  districts,  and  under  the 
direction  of  the  attorney  general.  BlindeU  v.  HagaUy  54 
Fed.  40 ;  Hagan  v.  BlindeU^  18  U.  S.  App.  854, 6  C.  C.  A.  86, 
56  Fed.  696.  Section  7  provides  that  any  person  who  shall 
be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any  other  person 
or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared 
to  be  unlawful  by  the  act  may  sue  therefor  in  any  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States  in  the  district  in  which  the 
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defendant  resides  or  is  to  be  found,  without  res;)ect  to  the 
amount  in  oontroTBi^,  and  AbH  recover  threefold  the 
damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the  costs  of  suit,  inchidiBg  a 
reasonable  attorney's  fee.  In  the  case  of  BlmdeU  y.  Hagan, 
mpra^  it  was  said  by  the  learned  judge  of  the  circuit  court 
that  this  act  makes  all  onnbinations  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce  unlawful,  and  punisdies  them  by  fine  or  imprison- 
m«it,  and  authoriies  suits  at  law  for  triple  damages  for  its 
violation.  But  it  gives  no  new  right  to  bring  a  suit  in  equity, 
and  a  careful  study  of  the  act  leads  to  the  conclusion  that 
suits  in  equity  or  injunction  [421]  suits  by  other  than  the 
government  of  the  United  States  are  not  authorized  by  it 
However,  as  the  citizenship  of  the  parties  was  such  that  the 
United  States  court  had  jurisdiction,  the  learned  judge  re- 
tained the  case,  and  awarded  tiw  prriiminary  injuncti<Hi 
prayed  for,  because  the  nature  of  the  alleged  injury  was  sadi 
that  it  would  be  difficult  to  establish  in  a  suit  at  law  the  dam- 
age to  the  plaintiff,  and  because  to  entertain  it  would  prevent 
a  multipUdty  of  suite.  In  the  same  case  on  appeal  this 
court  said: 

**  We  coDCtir  In  the  ooncltision  reacted  Ixy  tlie  learaod  judge  wlw  de- 
cided the  case  helow,  as  expressed  In  his  ophiion,  and  which  is  made 
a  part  of  the  record,  that  the  Jurisdiction  is  maintainable  on  general 
prtadples  of  e<iaitable  jurisdiction,  aad  a  careful  ezamination  of  the 
case  satisfies  us  that  under  all  the  facts  before  it  there  was  no  error 
In  the  court  awardhig  a  preliminary  injunction.^ 

In  U.  S.  V.  Deha,  64  Fed.  724,  the  circuit  court,  to  sustain 
its  jurisdiction,  relied  mainly  on  the  act  of  July  2,  1890. 
When  the  case  came  in  review  before  the  supreme  court  in  Be 
Debsy  158  U.  S.  564, 15  Sup.  Ct  900,  that  court  entered  into 
no  examination  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1890,  pref^ring  to  rest 
its  judgment  on  the  broader  ground  of  the  general  juris- 
diction of  a  court  of  equity  to  prevent  injury  in  such  cases. 
The  supreme  court  was  careful  to  observe  that  it  must  not  be 
understood  from  its  putting  its  judgment  on  tiie  broader 
ground  that  it  dissented  from  the  conclusion  of  tiie  circuit 
court  in  reference  to  the  scope  of  the  act.  The  provisions  of 
the  act  in  question  apply  to  railroads,  and  render  illegal  all 
agreements  made  by  them  which  are  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce.  Z7.  S.  v.  AaaociaUan^  166  U.  S.  290, 17  Sup.  Ct 
540.    We  do  not  doubt  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


QVUf,  O.  *  a  F.  BY.  00.  t;.  MIAMI  8.  8.  CO.  848 

*  Opinloa  t€  tte  Oonrt 

eourt  as  a  court  of  eqnitgr  to  adEbrd  piereiitiye  relief  in  a 
pr(q)er  oaae  against  ilu:>eatened  injury  about  to  result  to  an 
indiyidual  from  any  unlawful  agreement,  combination,  or 
oonqiiraey  in  restraint  of  trade.  Does  the  complainant  pK- 
sent  a  proper  case  for  affording  such  preventiye  relief?  It 
asks  for  a  preliminary  injunction  restraining  the  respondents 
from  interfering  wilJi  its  business  as  it  has  been  heretofore 
and  is  now  being  carried  (m  between  the  respondei^  and  the 
complainant  im  manner  and  means  in  the  bill  alleged,  and 
restraining  them  from  discriminating  against  the  complain- 
ant in  making  and  granting  through  rates,  and  restraining 
them  from  carrjring  out  the  agreement  between  tiiem  and 
others  in  so  far  as  it  affeete  tiie  complainant,  commanding 
them  to  afford  to  complainant  the  same  facilities,  and  acoept 
freight  under  the  same  conditions,  as  by  them  extended  and 
granted  to  the  other  connecting  steanu^p  lines,  eta 
Although  the  language  ^^  restraining  them  ^  is  used  in  this 
prayer,  it  is  manifest  from  the  nature  of  the  case  and  all  the 
all^^tions  in  the  bill  that  the  preliminary  injunction  sought 
for  and  obtained  by  the  appellee  is  wholly  mandatory  in  its 
nature  and  effect  The  bill  does  not  daim  that  the  oom- 
plainant  has  any  contract  arrangNnent  with  the  defendant 
railroad  carriers  which  those  carriers  are  about  to  breach. 
It  does  not  charge  that  the  carriers  are  obstructing  the  com- 
plainant's traffic  in  any  particular  by  yiolence  or  other  af- 
firmative action  so  as  in  any  way  to  hinder  the  prompt,  safe, 
and  [422]  convenient  interchange  of  traffic  between  its  line 
and  the  respondents'  lines,  or  to  hinder  the  prompt  dispatch 
thereof  to  its  respective  destination,  at  the  reasonable  rates 
therefor,  which  the  respoadents  demand  and  receive  fnun 
all  persons  not  connected  with  them  by  their  contract  ar- 
rangement for  through  routing,  billing,  and  rating.  It 
therefore  is  manifest  that  the  circuit  court  has  no  power  to 
grant  the  relief  asked,  unless  it  has  power  to  command  that 
the  respondents  shall  contract  with  the  complainant  for  such 
through  routing,  billing,  and  rating;  and,  not  only  so,  but 
shall  contract  widi  the  complainant  therefor  on  the  same 
terms  that  they  have  contracted  with  the  Mallory  Line. 
All  the  reasons  which  have  prevailed  with  congress  to  witib- 
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hold  this  power  fram  ihe  intersfaite  oommeroe  oommissioii, 
and  many  additional  reasons  with  strongest  force,  forbid 
that  the  numerous  circuit  courts  shotdd,  in  advance  of  legis- 
lative action,  take  jurisdiction,  and  by  mandatoiy  injunc* 
tion  compiiBl  such  through  routing,  billing,  and  rating. 

We  conclude  that  the  several  arrangements  effected  be- 
tween the  Malloiy  Line  and  the  defendant  railway  ocnn- 
panics  are  not  violative  of  the  common  law;  that  the  case 
attempted  to  be  made  in  the  appellee's  bill  of  complaint  in 
the  circuit  court  cannot  be  maintained  under  the  interstate  ^ 
commerce  act;  that  the  statutes  of  Texas  relied  upon  do  not 
and  cannot  apply  to  interstate  commerce;  and  that  the  bill 
does  not  present  such  a  case  as  the  circuit  court  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  relieve  by  mandatory  injunction,  either  under  the 
anti-trust  act  or  under  its  general  jurisdiction  as  a  court  of 
equity.  From  these  conclusions  it  results  that  the  decree  of 
the  circuit  court  must  be  reversed.  It  is  therefore  ordered 
that  the  order  of  the  circuit  court  granting  an  injunction 
pendente  lite  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  reversed,  and  the 
injunction  dissolved,  and  this  cause  is  remanded,  with  in- 
structions to  thereinafter  proceed  in  accordance  with  the 
views  expressed  in  this  opinion,  and  as  equity  may  require. 


[489]    CARTER-CRUME  CO.  v.  PEURRUNG. 

(Carcoit  Ooort  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Olrcalt    April  5,  1808.) 
[86  Fed^  4Sa] 

Revhw  on  Brbob— SinmcnNOT  oar  Bynvnoi. — ^If  tbere  to  any  sub- 
stantial evidence  upon  whlcb  the  Jury  could  reasonably  have  based 
their  verdict,  it  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal,  though  there  may 
have  been  a  motion  for  a  verdict  or  a  motion  for  a  new.  trial  which 
was  overruled.* 

8am»— OoiiTBAOT  m  Rkstbaint  or  Trade— V^aiveb  or  Dkrrsb.— 
While  the  court  may  possibly  reverse  a  judgment  involving  the  en- 
forcement of  a  contract  contravening  public  policy  In  the  absence  of 
an  objection  on  that  ground  in  the  trial  court,  it  will  only  do  so  when 
such  illegality  appears  as  matter  of  law  upon  the  face  of  the  pleadr 
ings,  the  face  of  the  contract,  or  from  the  admitted  facts. 

•  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1886,  by  West  Publishing  Ck)w 
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OoHTBAOfs  nr  Rxstbaiht  of  Tbadb.— A  contract  with  an  Independent 
mannfactorer  for  the  entire  product  of  hia  plant  la  not  in  itself  a 
contract  in  illegal  restraint  of  trade. 

Samx. — ^If  an  independent  manufacturer  contracts  to  sell  his  entire 
product,  without  knowledge  of  similar  contracts  made  hy  the  buyer 
with  other  manufacturers,  and  without  any  knowledge  of  the  fact 
that  such  contract  was  intended  by  the  buyer  as  one  st^  in  a  gea- 
eral  scheme  for  monopolizing  the  trade  in  that  article  and  controlling 
prices,  such  independent  manufacturer  cannot  be  held  to  have  con- 
spired against  the  freedom  of  commerce,  or  to  hare  made  a  contract 
in  illegal  restraint  of  trade. 

Appeal  and  Ebbob— Jubisdiotion  or  Fbdkbal  Coubts — Objsoiion 
NOT  Raised  Bblow. — The  objection  that  the  suit  was  not  brought 
in  the  district  of  the  residence  of  either  party  does  not  affect  the  gen- 
eral Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time 
on  appeaL 

In  Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Western  Division  of  the  Southern  District  of  Ohio. 

Oscar  M.  Gottschdl^  for  plaintiflF  in  error. 

Oharlea  W.  Bakery  for  defendant  in  error. 

Before  Lxtbtok,  Circuit  Judge,  and  Sevebbns  and  Clark, 
District  Judges. 

LxTBTOK,  CircuiC  Judge. 

This  is  an  action  at  law.  The  suit  was  brought  upon  a 
written  contract  made  August  14,  1894,  between  Peurrung 
Bros.  &  Co.,  a  firm  then  engaged  in  the  business  of  jobbing 
wooden  ware  in  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  composed  of  Joseph  P.  and 
Charles  J.  Peurrung,  and  the  Carter-Crume  Company,  a  cor- 
poration of  West  Virginia.  By  this  contract,  for  considera- 
tion therein  recited,  which  will  be  hereafter  referred  to,  the 
Carter-Crume  Company  became  obliged  to  pay  to  Peurrung 
Bros.  &  Co.  $250  on  the  15th  of  each  month  for  the  next  en- 
suing 3  years,  6  months,  and  15  days,  unless  the  contract 
should  be  sooner  terminated  under  a  provision  contained 
therein.  The  installments  which  became  due  prior  to  Sep- 
tember 15,  1895,  were  duly  paid.  The  suit  was  for  install- 
ments thereafter  falling  due,  which  had  not  been  paid.  The 
petition  alleged  that  the  firm  of  Peurrung  Bros.  &  Co.  bad 
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been  dissolTed,  and  the  interesfc  of  Charies  J.  Peinmn;  in 
the  contract  had  [440]  been  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  Joseph 
P.  Peurrung,  who  therefore  sued  in  his  own  name,  as  he 
might  under  the  law  of  Ohio.  There  was  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  amotint  due  on  the  first  day 
of  the  trial  term.  The  errors  relied  upon  to  reverse  this 
judgment  as  presented  by  the  brief  and  argument  of  counsel 
will  be  considered  in  the  order  in  which  they  have  been 
argued. 

1.  It  is  said  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  the  plaintiff 
was  the  sole  owner  of  the  claim  in  suit;  that  for  this  reason 
the  court  erred  in  not  instructing  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  as 
requested  at  the  close  of  the  evidence  for  the  defendant  in 
error;  and  that  for  the  same  reason  it  was  error  to  refuse  a 
new  trial  at  the  dose  of  all  the  evidence.  It  is  only  by  the 
strongest  stretch  of  liberality  that  we  can  discover  that  there 
was  a  request  for  a  direction  at  the  dose  of  the  evidence  for 
the  plaintiff  below.  But  that  motion  was  waived  by  the  sub- 
sequent introduction  of  evidence,  and  was  not  renewed  at  the 
dose  of  all  the  evidence.  Railway  Co.  v.  Lowry^  43  U.  S.  App. 
408,  20  C.  C.  A.  596,  and  74  Fed.  463.  There  was  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  Charles  J.  Peurrung,  in  a  settlement  of 
the  partnership  affairs  with  his  brother,  Joseph  P.  Peurrung, 
assigned  this  contract,  and  all  due  or  to  b^kaome  due  thereun- 
der, to  the  said  Joseph  P.  Peurrung.  The  witness  to  this  was 
Charles  J.  Peurrung  himself.  That  this  assignment  occurred 
before  this  suit  was  brought  is  also  fairly  made  out.  The  cir- 
cuit judge  instructed  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  must  show,  in 
order  to  recover,  that  he  was  the  real  owner  of  this  claim ;  and 
that,  if  the  assignment  was  fictitious,  or  unproven,  the  case  of 
the  plaintiff  must  fail.  It  is  not  for  tiiis  court  to  weigh  the 
evidence.  That  is  the  province  of  the  jury,  and,  where  there  is 
any  substantial  evidence  upon  which  a  jury  could  reasonably 
find,  this  court  will  not  disturb  the  verdict,  although  there 
may  have  been  a  motion  for  a  verdict,  or  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  which  was  overruled.  This  is  too  long  and  well  settled 
to  need  other  authority  than  Railway  Co.  v.  Lowry^  dted 
heretofore. 

2,  But  it  is  said  that  the  contract  in  question  is  one  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  and  therefore  void.    This  defense  is  here 
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made  for  the  first  time.  No  suggestion  as  to  its  illegality  is 
found  in  the  pleadings.  No  reference  thereto  occurs  in  the 
charge,  nor  was  any  exception  taken  to  any  instruction  given 
or  refused.  If  it  be  true  that  this  contract  is  one  which,  for 
reasons  of  public  policy,  is  void,  the  defense  in  the  court 
below  would  not  be  waived  by  failure  to  plead  properly.  It 
was  said  in  CoppeU  v.  Hall^  reported  in  7  Wall.  542,  and  re- 
peated in  Oscanyan  v.  Arrns  Co.,  108  U.  S.  261-268,  that: 

"  In  snch  cases  there  can  be  no  waiver.  The  defense  is  allowed,  not 
for  the  sake  of  the  def^idant,  but  of  the  law  itself.  The  principle  is 
indispensable  to  the  purity  of  its  administration.  It  wiU  not  enforce 
what  it  has  forbidden  and  denounced.  The  maxim,  *  Bx  dolo  malo  non 
oritur  actio/  is  limited  by  no  such  qualification.  The  proposition  to  the 
contrary  strikes  us  as  hardly  worthy  of  serious  refutation.  Whenever 
the  illegality  appears,  whether  the  evidence  comes  from  one  side  or 
the  other,  the  disclosure  is  fatal  to  the  case.  No  consent  of  the  de- 
fendant can  neutralize  its  efTect  A  stipulation  in  the  most  solemn 
form  to  waive  the  objection  would  be  tainted  with  the  vice  of  the 
original  contract,  and  void  for  the  same  reasons.  Wherever  the  con- 
tamination reaches,  it  [441]  destroys.  The  principle  to  be  extracted 
from  all  the  cases  is  that  the  law  will  not  lend  its  support  to  a  claim 
fbunded  upon  its  violation." 

But  the  general  rule  is  that  a  defense  not  presented  to  the 
court  below  cannot  be  considered  on  writ  of  error  frcMU  a 
superior  court.  Edwards  v.  Elliott,  21  Wall.  532;  Wilson 
V.  McNamee,  102  U.  S.  572;  Clark  v.  Fredericks,  105  U.  S. 
4;  Drexel  v.  True,  20  C.  C.  A.  265,  74  Fed.  12.  Objections 
going  to  the  jurisdiction  are  an  exception  to  this  rule,  be- 
cause made  so  by  Act  March  3, 1875,  §  5. 

Possibly,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  this  court  to  reverse  and 
remand  for  dismissal  a  suit  brought  here  on  writ  of  error 
which  appeared  to  involve  the  enforcement  of  an  obligation 
contrary  to  good  morals  or  in  contravention  of  public  policy, 
although  no  such  objection  had  been  made  in  the  court  below. 
But  such  action  by  an  appellate  court,  as  a  tribunal  for  the 
review  of  the  action  of  trial  courts,  would  not  be  justifiable 
unless  such  illegality  should  appear  as  matter  of  law  from 
the  pleadings,  the  face  of  the  contract  in  suit,  or  froin  the 
confessed  facts  of  the  case;  otherwise  the, right  to  introduce 
evidence  in  rebuttal  and  of  trial  by  jury,  if  the  suit  be  one 
at  law,  would  be  cut  off.  The  plaintiff  below  did  not  rely 
upon  any  contract  which  was  in  itself  illegal  or  void  as  in 
contravention  of  public  policy.  Counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
10870*'— S.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol : 
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error  say  that  the  Carter-Crume  Company  were  engaged  in 
an  illegal  effort  to  suppress  competition,  and  put  up  prices 
in  the  wooden  butter-dish  trade,  and  that  as  one  step  in 
this  scheme  they  bought  from  Peurrung  Bros.  &  Co.  th^ 
contract  with  Tower  &  Matthews.  Manifestly,  Perrung 
Bros.  &  Co.  had  been  guilty  of  no  conspiracy  against  the 
public  in  contracting  for  tixe  entire  output  of  the  small 
factory  of  Tower  &  Matthews.  Neither  was  it  an  illegal 
restraint  of  trade  for  the  Carter-Crume  Companj'  to  con- 
tract for  the  same  product,  if  their  trade  demanded  it.  The 
prior  contract  with  Peurrung  Bros.  &  Co.  alone  stood  in  the 
way.  They  therefore  bargained  with  them  to  release  Tower 
&  Matthews,  and  to  supply  them  for  a  definite  time  with  the 
same  ware,  at  the  market  price,  less  a  fixed  trade  discount 
At  the  same  time  they  contracted  with  Tower  &  Matthews 
for  the  entire  product  of  their  factory.  These  two  contracts 
were  concurrent  in  time,  and  were  subject  to  be  determined 
on  same  notice.  There  were  some  features  about  this  last 
contract  which  indicate  an  intention  to  close  the  Tower  & 
Matthews  factory  after  the  delivery  of  a  certain  quantity 
of  ware  for  the  term  of  the  lease,  if  circumstances  should 
make  it  desirable.  William  E.  Crume,  of  the  Carter-Crume 
Company,  in  the  effort  to  make  out  a  defense  of  misrepre- 
sentation as  to  the  extent  of  the  trade  of  Peurrung  Bros.  & 
Co.  in  such  goods  as  one  inducement  to  the  contract,  did  say 
that  his  company  were,  by  the  contracts  with  Peurnmg  Bros. 
&  Co.  and  Tower  &  Matthews,  endeavoring  to  hold  up  the 
prices  of  such  goods,  and  that  Peurnmg  Bros.  &  Co.  had 
been  selling  such  ware  at  a  less  price  than  the  Carter-Crume 
Company.  The  same  witness  also  said  that  they  at  that 
time  had  other  such  contracts, — ^whether  with  factories  or 
dealers  he  did  not  say.  There  is  no  evidence  that  Peurrung 
Bros.  [442]  &  Co.  were  aware  of  any  others  contracts,  or 
of  the  purpose  of  the  Carter-Crume  Company  to  control 
prices,  or  that  they  had  any  purpose  of  aiding  and  abetting 
that  company  in  any  such  scheme.  They  did  know  of  the 
contract  with  Tower  &  Matthews.  But  that  of  itself  was 
not  a  contract  in  general  restraint  of  trade.  If  one  con- 
tracts with  a  manufacturer  for  his  entire  product,  it  will, 
of  course,  restrain  the  producer  from  selling  to  others.    But 
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such  a  contract,  taken  by  itself,  is  ordinarily  harmless.  The 
public  are  not  affected.  Another  question  might  arise  if  all 
or  a  large  proportion  of  all  the  producers  of  a  particular 
article  should  agree  to  sell  their  entire  product  to  one  buyer, 
who  would  thereby  be  enabled  to  monopolize  the  market 
But,  if  each  independent  producer  contract  to  sell  his  prod- 
uct, or  to  sell  or  lease  his  plant,  without  concert  with  others, 
or  knowledge  of  or  purpose  to  participate  in  the  plans  of 
the  buyer,  he  cannot  be  said  to  have  conspired  against  free- 
dom of  commerce,  or  to  have  made  a  contract  in  illegal 
restraint  of  trade.  The  transaction  with  Peurrung  Bros.  & 
C!o.  was,  on  its  face,  legitimate,  and  it  cannot  be  impeached 
simply  by  evidence  that  the  Carter-Crume  C!ompany  under- 
stood and  intended  it  as  one  step  in  a  general  illegal  scheme 
for  monopolizing  the  trade  in  wooden  butter  dishes,  and 
controlling  prices.  The  principle,  if  we  admit  that  the 
purpose  of  the  Carter-Crume  Company  was  illegitimate, 
is  that  whidi  is  applied  to  so-called  wagering  contracts. 
The  proof  must  show  that  the  illegal  purpose  was  mutuaL 
Roundtree  v.  Smithy  108  U.  S.  269,  2  Sup.  Ct  630;  Irwin 
V.  WiOiar,  110  U.  S.  499,  4  Sup.  Ct  160;  Bihh  v.  AUea,  149 
U.  S.  481,  13  Sup.  Ct  950.  This  defense,  not  being  one 
which  appears  either  upon  the  face  of  the  contract  in  suit 
or  from  the  admitted  purposes  of  both  parties,  cannot  be 
urged  as  an  objection  here,  the  objection  not  having  been 
made  in  the  court  below. 

3.  The  next  and  last  ground  urged  for  a  reversal  is  that 
this  suit  was  not  brought  in  the  district  of  the  residence  of 
either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  This  objection  was 
fatal  to  the  jurisdiction  if  it  had  been  taken  in  time.  The 
plaintiff  was  a  citizen  of  Indiana,  and  the  defendant  a  cor- 
poration of  West  Virginia.  Diversity  of  citizenship,  there- 
fore, existed,  and  the  case  was  one  of  which  the  court  could 
take  jurisdiction.  The  act  of  congress  which  prescribes 
the  particular  district  in  which  a  defendant  may  be  sued  is 
not  one  affecting  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  court  The 
exemption  from  being  sued  out  of  the  district  of  the  domicile 
of  either  of  the  parties  was  a  privilege  which  the  Garter- 
Crume  Company  could  and  did  waive  by  pleading  to  the 
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merits.  Railway  Co.  y.  McBridey  141  U.  S.  127,  180,  182» 
11  Sup.  Ct  982;  Railroad  Co.  y.  Cox^  145  U.  S.  593,  603,  IS 
Sup.  Ct  905;  Trust  Co.  v.  McGeorge^  151  U.  S.  129, 14  Sup. 
Ct  286.    The  judgment  is  accordingly  aflhmed* 


[671]     THE  CHARLES  E.  WISWALL. 

THE  CHAELES  E.  WISWALL  v.  SCOTT  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Oourt  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit    March  2,  189&) 
[86  Fed.,  67JL] 

MoKOPOLiss — ^IiiTSBBTATS  C0MMKBC& — ^A  Combination  or  trust  be- 
tween tbe  owners  of  togs  operating  entirely  within  the  confines 
of  a  state  is  not  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce 
among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  so  as  to  come 
within  the  condemnation  of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States,  al- 
though most  of  the  owners  hdd  coasting  licenses.* 

Sahv— TowAfii  Cbabgbs. — One  who  reqnesbt  and  accepts  the  serv- 
ices of  a  tag  for  towage  purposes  cannot  escape  paying  the  reason- 
able value  of  the  services  rendered,  on  the  ground  that  the  owners 
of  the  tugs  were  members  of  an  unlawful  combination  to  raise 
prices.    74  Fed.  802,  affirmed.    [See  p.  606.] 

This  cause  comes  here  upon  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the 
district  court,  Northern  district  of  New  York,  in  favor  of 
the  libelants,  twelve  in  niunber,  who  were  severally  owners 
of  fourteen  propellers  or  steam  tugs  which  had  rendered 
towage  service  to  the  dredge  and  her  scows. 

The  suit  was  originally  begun  by  the  present  libelants,  and  by 
eight  others,  who  owned,  respectively,  nine  additional  steam  tugs 
or  propellers;  but,  it  appearing  that  no  services  had  been  ren- 
dered by  these  last-mentioned  nine  vessels,  the  libel  was  amended 
accordingly,  at  final  hearing.  The  court  found  that  the  remaining 
libelants  were  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  services  rendered 
by  their  respective  tugs,  and  referred  it  to  a  commissioner  to  ascertain, 
determine,  and  report  the  values  of  the  services  of  the  respective 
vessels  over  and  above  all  payments  on  account  thereof  which  may  be 
established  by  the  evidence;  such  values  and  the  amounts  of  such 
payments  to  be  determined  npon  the  evidence  already  taken,  and 
such  additional  evidence  as  may  be  produced  and  given  by  the 
respective  parties  before  such  commissioner.  Abundant  oppor- 
[S7S]  tunity  was  given  to  all  parties  by  the  commissioner  to  take 
additional  evidence,  but  none  was  ofTered.  The  commissioner  there- 
after reported  the  value  of  the  services  of  the  vessels  over  and  above 
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all  imyments,  separately  as  to  each  vessel.  He  did  not  separately 
state  the  value  of  the  services  of  each  tug,  and  the  amount  of  the  pay- 
ment thereon,  but,  inasmuch  as  it  appears  conclusively  that  |310 
was  paid,  it  would  seem  that  he  found  the  total  value  of  the  services 
to  be  $1,269.16.  The  value  asserted  in  the  amended  libel  was  11,800. 
Claimant  filed  exceptions  to  the  report,  and,  the  report  and  exertions 
coming  on  to  be  heard,  the  decree  now  appealed  from  was  entered. 

Worthtngton  Frothingham^  for  appellant. 

Isaac  LawsoTi^  for  appellees. 

Before  Wallace,  LAcx^BfBE,  and  Shh'man,  Circuit  Judges. 

Lagombe,  Circuit  Judge  (after  stating  the  facts). 

The  record  is  long  and  somewhat  involved,  and  the  com- 
missioner's report  has  not  set  forth  his  findings  with  suf- 
ficient detail  to  be  of  much  assistance  to  the  court  in  de- 
termining just  what  he  did  find  and  upon  what  proof.  This 
appeal  may  be  best  disposed  of  by  taking  up  the  assignments 
of  error  seriatim. 

1.  It  is  assigned  as  error  that  the  libelants  in  the  original 
libel  and  in  the  amended  libel  were  a  combination  in  the 
form  a  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  conunerce  among  the  several  states  and  with  for- 
eign nations;  that  libelants  were  engaged  in  an  attempt  to 
monopolize  such  trade  or  conmierce;  and  that  all  the  work 
alleged  to  have  been  done  by  them  collectively  or  individually 
was  under  a  contract  or  combination  in  such  form,  and  that 
such  contract  or  combination  was  void,  and  the  libelants 
cannot  maintain  this  suit  either  collectively  or  individually. 
We  do  not  find  any  satisfactory  evidence  that  these  boats 
were  ^engaged  in  trade  or  conunerce  among  the  several 
states  or  with  foreign  nations."  Most  of  them  held  coasting 
licenses,  but  there  is  not  a  scintilla  of  evidence  to  show  that 
they  ever  did  an3rthing  except  to  tow  canal  boats,  barges,  and 
such  craft  on  the  waters  of  the  Hudson  Kiver  above  Pough- 
keepsie,  and  entirely  within  the  limits  of  the  state  of  New 
York.  And  it  seems  wholly  unnecessary  to  inquire  whether 
their  owners  had  entered  into  any  unlawful  combination  un- 
der the  laws  of  the  state.  Finding  that  the  rates  of  compensa- 
tion for  the  services  of  themselves,  their  crews  and  their  tugs, 
were  becoming  so  low  as  to  be  imremunerative,  uncertain. 
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and  irregular,  they  agreed  with  each  other  to  charge  for  all 
services  rendered  by  each  vessel  such  sums  as  might  be  fixed 
by  a  tariff  which  they  adopted.  They  called  themselves  the 
^^  Hudson  Eiver  Tug-Boat  Assodation,"  had  a  so-called  su- 
perintendent to  allot  work  among  them,  adopted  a  system  of 
fines,  etc.,  but  they  never  became  a  legal  entity  either  as  a 
corporation,  a  joint-stock  association,  or  a  partnership. 
They  made  collectively  no  contract  with  the  claimant,  nor 
were  they  capable  of  making  such  contract  Each  piece  of 
towage  service  rendered  was  a  transaction  between  the  boat 
towing  and  the  boat  towed,  with  which  the  other  boat  owners 
in  the  association  had  nothing  to  do.  Indeed,  the  libel  (orig- 
inal and  amended)  is  obnoxious  to  the  objection  of  an  im- 
proper joinder  of  libelants.  Each  should  have  brought  a 
separate  libel;  [673]  but  since  this  objection  was  apparently 
not  taken  below,  and  the  only  result  would  be  to  increase  the 
costs  to  be  paid  by  the  defeated  party,  it  need  not  now  be  con- 
sidered. The  contracts  upon  which  recovery  was  had  were 
not  with  the  so-called  combination,  but  severally,  with  the 
several  tugs  rendering  the  service;  the  amount  of  compensa- 
tion asked  and  found  is  the  fair  and  reasonable  value  of  such 
service;  and  the  existence  of  the  ^'  combination ''  is  no  bar  to 
its  recovery.  The  defendant's  proposition  is  that  a  person 
who  has  given  work,  labor,  and  services  to  another,  upcm 
that  other's  employment,  may  not  recover  their  fair  and  rea- 
sonable value  if,  during  the  time  that  he  rendered  such  serv- 
ices, he  had  been  engaged  with  other  men  in  like  employment 
with  himself  in  a  combination  to  charge  for  such  services  as 
any  of  them  might  render  according  to  some  scale  agreed 
upon  by  them.  We  know  of  no  principle  of  law  which  calk 
for  the  adoption  of  such  a  rule,  and  are  referred  to  no  anthor- 
ities  which  support  it  The  cases  cited  on  appellant's  brief 
are  not  applicable.  The  only  contract  considered  in  V.  8. 
V.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass\  166  TJ.  S.  290,  17  Sup.  Ct 
640,  was  the  contract  between  the  members  of  the  oombina- 
tion.  The  action  in  Bank  v.  Owens^  2  Pet.  688,  was  brought 
on  the  usurious  note  by  the  bank  that  exacted  the  usury ;  and 
the  same  is  true  of  Bank  v.  Lamb,  26  Barb.  696.  In  Leonard 
V.  Poole,  114  N.  T.  877,  21  N.  E.  707,  the  court  refused  to 
take  an  accounting  between  two  parties  to  an  ill^;al  trans* 
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action.  In  Association  v.  Hotick  (Tex.  Sup.)  30  S.  W.  869, 
it  appeared  that  defendants  Houck  and  Dieter  had  entered 
into  an  unlawful  combination  with  other  dealers  in  beer, 
which  secured  control  of  the  trade.  Plaintiff,  by  contract 
with  defendants,  bound  itself  to  sell  to  the  latter,  and  to  no 
other  dealer  in  the  dty  of  El  Paso, — a  contract  which  gave 
the  combination  a  monopoly  of  the  sale  in  the  city  of  El  Paso 
of  the  product  of  plaintiff ^s  brewery,  and  materially  assisted 
the  parties  to  the  illegal  contract  in  carrying  out  their  object 
of  controlling  the  market  for  the  sale  of  beer  in  that  city. 
The  court  held  that  if  the  plaintiff,  when  it  made  its  contract 
with  Houck  and  Dieter,  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  combi- 
nation, it  was  not  an  innocent  seller,  and  could  not  recover, 
since  its  contract  '^is  calculated  materially  to  aid  the  pur- 
chasers in  effecting  their  unlawful  design."  In  Peck  v.  ButTy 
10  N.  Y.  294,  it  was  held  that,  where  a  contract  is  void  be- 
cause of  its  illegality,  there  can  be  no  recovery  for  services 
rendered  under  it  upon  a  quantum  meruit.  But  there  is 
nothing  illegal  about  the  several  contracts  sued  upon  here, 
which  are  to  render  towage  services  in  consideration  of  the 
payment  of  the  reasonable  value  of  such  services.  In  Amot 
V.  Coal  Oo.^  68  N.  Y.  658,  it  was  held  that  ^  the  agreement  of 
the  B.  C.  Co.  (of  which  plaintiff  was  an  assignee)  not  to 
sell  to  others,  it  knowing  that  the  object  of  defendant  was  to 
create  a  monopoly,  and  that  this  was  one  of  the  means  of 
averting  competition,  made  it  a  party  to  the  illegal  scheme  of 
defendant''  This  is  very  far  from  supporting  the  proposi- 
tion that  had  the  Pittston  &  Elmira  Coal  Company  sold 
1,000  tons  of  the  coal  thus  purchased  to  a  local  dealer  in  New 
York  City,  at  fair  market  rates,  it  could  not  recover.  [674] 
On  the  other  hand,  the  principle  is  well  recognized  by  the 
authorities  that  a  promise  remotely  connected  with  an  illegal 
act,  and  founded  on  a  new  consideration,  is  not  tainted  with 
the  illegality,  although  it  was  known  to  the  party  to  whom 
the  promise  was  made,  and  although  he  was  the  contriver  and 
conductor  of  the  illegal  act  One  illustration  given  in  Arm- 
strong  v.  Tdery  11  Wheat  268,  is  this: 

**The  man  who  Imports  goods  for  another,  by  means  of  a  riolation 
of  the  laws  of  his  country,  is  disqualified  from  founding  any  action 
upon  such  illegal  transaction  for  the  value  or  freight  of  the  goods. 
*    *    *    But,  after  the  act  Is  accomplished,  no  new  ccmtract  ought  to 
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be  affected  by  it    It  ought  not  to  vitiate  the  contract  of  the  retail 
merchant  who  buys  these  goods  from  the  importer." 

The  test,  whether  a  demand  connected  with  an  illegal 
transaction  is  capable  of  being  enforced  at  law,  is  whether 
the  plaintiff  requires  the  aid  of  the  illegal  transaction  to  es- 
tablish his  case.  If  he  cannot  open  his  case,  without  show- 
ing that  he  has  broken  the  law,  a  court  will  not  assist  him. 
But  if  he  does  not  claim  through  the  medium  of  the  illegal 
transaction,  but  upon  a  new  contract  bottomed  on  independ- 
ent consideration,  he  may  recover.  Swan  v.  Scott,  11  Serg. 
&  K.  165;  Armstrong  v.  Toler^  11  Wheat  258;  McBlair  y. 
GribbeSj  17  How.  236.  In  the  case  at  bar  libelants  clearly  did 
not  require  the  aid  of  the  alleged  illegal  transaction  to  estab- 
lish their  case. 

2.  It  is  further  assigned  as  error  that  ^*  there  was  on  the 
trial  no  sufficient  proofs  of  the  value  of  the  services  alleged 
to  have  been  performed  by  the  libelants  or  either  of  them, 
and  no  proof  excepting  of  such  value  as  was  made  and  estab- 
lished by  the  libelants  themselves  while  engaged  in  such  com- 
bination,'' eta  The  record  shows  that  as  to  each  item  of  charge 
there  was  evidence  that  the  service  rendered  was  worth  the 
price  charged,  and,  as  much  of  the  work  done  by  the  different 
scows  was  similar  in  character  and  quantity,  many  of  the 
items  of  charge  are  supported  by  the  evidence  of  several  wit- 
nesses. The  witnesses  stated  that,  in  testifying  to  the  value  of 
the  services,  they  did  not  give  consideration  to  the  schedule 
of  prices  adopted  by  the  association.  The  mere  fact  that  in 
some  instances  the  sum  testified  to  as  the  fair  and  reasonable 
value  of  a  particular  service  and  the  price  for  sueh  service 
named  in  the  schedule  were  identical  is  not  controlling.  It  is 
not  inconceivable  that  men  may  combine  together  to  ask  a 
perfectly  fair  price  for  their  work.  .  Co-operation  does  not 
necessarily  imply  extortion.  We  have  not  seen  nor  heard 
the  witnesses,  but  the  conmdssioner,  who  had  that  opix>r- 
tunity,  reached  the  conclusion  that  their  estimate  of  value 
was  more  nearly  correct  than  that  of  the  single  witness  called 
by  claimant.  As  the  record  discloses  evidence  to  support 
his  finding  upon  this  disputed  question  of  fact,  the  decree 
should  not  be  reversed  on  the  ground  assigned.  Api>ellant^ 
brief  refers  to  an  instance  where  the  tug  Andrews  charged 
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five  dollars  for  towing  the  dredge  from  Troy  to  West  Troy, 
when  the  regular  charge  was  two  dollars,  the  additional  three 
dollars  being  charged  for  the  reason  that  Wiswall  (the  owner 
of  the  dredge)  had  previously  towed  with  a  boat  outside  of 
the  association.  There  [675]  is  no  persuasiveness,  however, 
to  any  such  evidence,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  owner  of 
the  Andrews  is  not  included  among  the  libelants;  that  no 
claim  on  behalf  of  that  tug  is  made;  and  that  whatever 
charges  are  made,  testified  to,  and  allowed  for  towing  from 
Troy  to  West  Troy  and  vice  versa  are  at  the  rate  of  two  dol- 
lars only. 

3.  It  is  further  assigned  as  error  that  judgment  was  ren- 
dered against  the  sureties  for  this  claimant  in  the  original  libel 
wherein  the  Hudson  River  Tug-Boat  Association  was  libel- 
ant, and  that  such  sureties  were  discharged  by  the  proceeding 
allowing  the  libel  to  be  amended  and  the  libelaiits  to  proceed 
therein  individually.  It  appears,  however,  that  the  Hudson 
River  Tug-Boat  Association  was  not  the  libelant  in  the  origi- 
nal libel.  Twenty  different  persons  were  individually  libel- 
ants, of  whom  eight  have  been  removed  by  amendment,  hav- 
ing no  claims.  In  other  words,  the  suit  began  with  twenty 
individual  libelants,  and  ended  with  twelve  of  them,  the  obli- 
gation of  the  sureties  being  to  answer  the  decree  of  the  court 
The  assignment  of  error  is  unsound. 

4.  The  last  assignment  of  error  (the  sixth)  is  the  general 
one  that  judgment  should  have  been  given  for  claimants 
instead  of  for  libelants.  It  has  been  disposed  of  with  the 
other  assignments. 

The  decree  of  the  district  court  is  affirmed,  with  interest 
and  costs. 


[826]         DENNEHY  ET  AL.  v.  McNULTA. 

(Circuit  Ck>art  of  Appeals,  Seventh  Circuit    May  2,  1898.) 
[86  Fed.,  8%.] 

CoNTBACTS — ^Illegal  Condition  ab  Considebation — Eftbct  of  Non- 
PEBFOBMANCE. — ^Rebate  vouchers  issued  by  a  distilling  company  to 
customers,  by  which  it  promised  to  refund  a  certain  snm  per  gallon 
on  their  purchases  at  the  end  of  six  months,  on  condition  of  their 
pnrchaslxig  exdnsirely  from  the  company  during  that  time,  cazmot 
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be  enforced,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  where  the  conditl<»i  has  not 
been  performed,  though  such  condition  be  illegal,  as  In  restraint  of 
trade ;  there  being  no  other  consideration  for  the  promise.  23  C  GL 
A.  415,  77  Fed.  700,  affirmed.* 
Monopolies — Iluegal  Combination  to  Contbol  Business — Leoautt 
or  CoNTBACTS. — One  purchasing  liquors  from  an  illegal  combination 
of  distillers,  which  controls  the  market  and  prices,  though  impelled 
thereto  by  business  needs  and  policy,  enters  into  the  contract  volun- 
tarily, and  cannot  retain  the  goods,  and  recover  the  price  paid,  or 
any  part  of  it,  either  on  the  grounnd  that  the  combination  was  ille- 
gal, or  the  price  excessive.    23  C.  C.  A.  415,  77  Fed.  700,  affirmed.* 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Northern  District  of  Illinois. 

The  appellants  filed  claims  for  allowance  against  the  funds  In  court 
in  the  consolidated  causes  against  the  Distilling  ft  Cattle-Feeding  Com- 
pany, of  which  sufficient  description  appears  in  the  case  of  DistUliiig 
Co.  V.  McNulta  (decided  by  this  court  Jan.  4,  1897)  46  U.  8.  App.  578, 
23  C.  C.  A.  416,  and  77  Fed.  700. 

[826]  (1)  The  claims  of  Dennehy  k  Co.  were  presented  by  petition 
in  their  name,  and  consisted  of  91  written  instruments,  called  rebate 
certificates  or  vouchers,  issued  by  the  Distilling  &  Cattle-Feeding 
Company  to  Charles  Dennehy  &  Co.,  aggregating  the  sum  of  15,238.23. 
The  instruments  are  of  various  dates,  numbers,  and  amounts,  and  in 
form  as  follows,  with  appropriate  insertions  in  the  blank  spaces, 
req>ectively : 

"  Peoria.  111., ,  189-.    No. 

*•  Subject  to  the  conditions  named  hereinr  and  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  continuous  patronage  of  the  within-named  purchaser,  the 
successors  and  assigns  of  the  same,  for  its  products,  the Dis- 
tilling ft  Cattle-Feeding  Co.,  six  months  from  the  date  of  this  purchase 
voucher,  will  pay  to  Charles  Dennehy  ft  Co.,  of  Chicago,  purchaser, 

dollars  (| ),  being  a  rebate  of  seven  cents  per  proof  gallon 

on proof  gallons  of  the  Distilling  and  Cattle-Feeding  Company's 

product  purchased  this  day.  This  voucher  wUl  be  valid  and  payable 
only  upon  condition  that  the  above-named  purchaser,  the  successors 
and  assigns  of  the  same,  from  the  date  of  this  voucher  to  the  time  of 
its  payment  shall  have  bought  their  supply  of  such  kinds  of  goods  as 
are  produced  by  the  Distilling  and  Cattle-Feeding  Company,  and  all 
compounds  thereof,  exclusively  of  one  or  more  of  the  dealers  named 
on  the  back  thereof,  until  further  notified,  and  shall  also  have  sub- 
scribed to  the  certificate  on  the  back  hereof. 

"  Distilling  and  Cattle-Feedhig  Co., 

"  By  J.  B.  Greenhut,  President 

"  Not  transferable  nor  negotiable. 

"When  due,  forward  to  the  German- American  National  Bank  of 
Peoria,  111.,  where  this  voucher  Is  payable  without  exchange  or  other 
charge." 

•  Decision  in  77  Fed.,  900,  not  reprinted.    Nothing  in  It  relating  to 
anti-trust  law,  restraint  of  trade,  or  illegal  combination. 
»  Siyllabus  copyrighted,  1898,  by  West  Publishing  Ock 
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Printed  upon  the  back  Is  the  following  Indorsement:  ''It  to  herein 
certified  that  from  the  date  of  this  voucher  to  the  maturity  thereof 
the  within-named  purchaser,  and  the  successors  and  assigns  of  the 
same,  have  purchased  all  of  their  supply  of  such  kind  of  goods,  and 
tiieir  compounds,  as  are  produced  by  the  Distilling  and  Cattle-Feeding 
Ck).,  exclusively  from  one  or  more  of  the  dealers  named  hereon.** 
Appended  thereto  is  a  list  of  61  dealers  or  distilleni  referred  to,  vari- 
ously located  throughout  the  United  States. 

(2)  rhe  petition  of  Moses  Salomon  sets  up  that  he  to  the  assignee 
of  sundry  Judgments  rendered  in  Justices'  courts  against  the  Distilling 
&  Cattle-Feeding  Company,  and  also  the  holder  of  vouchers  on  which 
said  Judgments  were  rendered;  but  it  appeared,  and  was  undisputed, 
that  appeals  from  the  Judgments  were  perfected  and  pending,  whereby 
the  Judgments  became  ineffective;  and  thereupon  the  petitioner 
introduced  47  certificates  or  vouchers  issued  to  Stein  Bro&,  of  various 
dates,  numbers,  and  amounts,  aggregating  the  sum  of  $3,604.64,  and 
similar  in  form  and  tenor  to  the  instrument  above  described,  except 
that  in  a  portion  thereof  the  rebate  was  named  at  "five  cents  per 
proof  gallon,*'  instead  of  seven  cents,  as  recited  in  the  sample  form, 
and  the  words,  "  Not  transferable  nor  negotiable,"  do  not  appear,  from 
the  record,  to  have  been  printed  or  stamped  thereon. 

It  Is  not  claimed  that  the  payees  or  holders  in  either  case  complied 
in  any  respect  with  the  conditions  named  in  the  voucher.  On  the  con- 
trary, it  appears,  and  is  conceded,  that  there  was  neither  compliance 
not  attempt  to  perform  the  condition.  It  further  appears  that  no 
inerest  is  in  fact  asserted  by  either  of  the  payees  named  in  the 
vouchers;  but  that  (1)  the  Dennehy  &  Co.  vouchers  were  indorsed  in 
blank,  without  recourse,  by  that  corporation,  delivered  to  the  United 
States  Distilling  Company,  and  were  subsequently  delivered  to  one 
G.  B.  Jones,  for  whose  benefit,  as  finally  divulged,  the  claim  was  filed 
in  the  name  of  the  original  payees;  and  (2)  that  the  vouchers  issued 
to  Stein  Bro&  were  by  them  indorsed  payable  to  the  order  of  one 
Joseph  Wolf,  without  recourse,  and  by  the  latter  indorsed  in  blank, 
and  delivered  to  the  petitioner,  Salomon,  an  attorney  at  law,  under  an 
arrangement  that  Salomon  should  bear  all  expenses,  and  receive  one- 
half  of  any  amount  realized. 

The  hearing  upon  the  claims  was  before  a  special  master,  who 
reported  to  the  circuit  court  "the  testimony  and  evidence,  with  his 
conclusions  thereon."  Aside  from  the  matters  above  recited,  volum- 
inous testimony  was  introduced  on  behalf  of  the  claimants,  directed 
to  showing  that  the  Dtotiiling  &  Cattle-Feeding  Company,  as  organized 
and  conducted,  was  a  combination  of  a  large  percentage  [8271  of  the 
distiil^rs  of  the  country, — asserted  to  be  85  per  cent  thereof, — con- 
stituting an  illegal  trust,  monopolizing  and  controlling  the  product  of 
the  country  in  that  line  to  the  extent  of  nearly  90  per  cent;  that  the 
system  of  rebate  vouchers  in  evidence  was  entered  into  and  designed 
to  carry  out  and  secure  the  purposes  of  the  monopoly ;  that,  through 
this  control  of  the  major  share  of  distillery  products,  it  was  deemed  a 
business  necessity  on  the  part  of  Dennehy  &  Co.,  Stein  Bros.,  and 
other  dealers  throughout  the  country,  to  make  all  their  purchases  in 
that  line  from  the  distributors  of  the  combination ;  or,  as  stated  in  the 
argument  of  their  counsel,  it  became  "  Impracticable  and  detrimental 
to  their  trade  to  buy  liquors  elsewhere,**  in  the  face  of  the  monopoly ; 
but  it  also  appears  that  an  independent  and  accessible  supply  existed 
in  fact  The  conclusions  of  the  special  master  were  against  the  allow- 
ance of  the  claims  in  both  casea  Exceptions  filed  by  each  claimant 
wet^  subsequently  heard  and  overruled  in  the  circuit  court  the  report 
of  the  q;)ecial  master  in  each  case  was  confirmed,  and  final  decree 
entered  accordingly.  The  opinion  thereon,  by  Showaiter,  Circuit 
Judge,  to  r^^rted  In  77  Fed.  26& 
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if Oitff  Salcmcn^  lot  appeUanta 

2>9y  Mayer^  for  appellees 

Before  Woods  and  JsniKS,  CLrcait  Jodg^es,  and  Sba- 
iCAH,  Diatricfc  Jadg^e^ 

Seam AV,  District  Jodge,  after  stating  tlie  case  as  aboTB^ 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  coort. 

Passing  technical  objections  to  consider  this  oonLroiwnj 
npon  the  merits,  it  is  manifest  that  no  liability  is  chaigeable 
against  the  Distilling  ft  Cattle-Feeding  Onnpany,  except 
npon  one  or  the  other  of  the  following  propositions:  (1) 
That  the  conditions  contained  in  the  vondiers  may  either  be 
ignored  or  set  aside  for  illegality,  and  the  pnmiise  thos  seg* 
regated  may  be  enforced  without  performance  of  the  condi- 
tions; or  (2)  that  in  the  original  transactions  money  was 
paid  to  this  corporation  under  circumstances  from  which  the 
law  raises  an  implied  promise  of  repayment,  within  the  doc- 
trine of  money  had  and  received,  which,  ex  tequo  et  bono, 
belongs  to  the  party  by  whom  it  was  so  paid.  Under  either 
head,  the  mere  fact  that  the  corporation,  as  one  of  the  con- 
tracting parties,  may  constitute  an  unjust  monopoly,  and 
that  its  general  business  is  illegal, — a  status  apparently  held 
in  Distilling  dk  Cattle-Feeding  Co.  v.  People^  156  IlL  448, 41 
N.  E.  188, — cannot  serve,  ipso  facto,  to  create  default  or 
liability  on  its  contracts  generally;  nor  can  such  fact  be 
invoked  collaterally  to  affect  in  any  manner  its  independent 
contract  obligations  or  rights.  National  DisttUing  Co.  ▼• 
Cream  City  Importing  Co.^  86  Wis.  852,  855,  66  N.  W.  864. 

1.  Can  a  cause  of  action  be  predicated  upon  the  written 
agreement?  In  substance,  the  instrument  promises  that, 
^  subject  to  the  conditions  named,''  and  ^^  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  continuous  patronage"  of  the  purchaser  as 
payee  thereof,  the  Distilling  ft  Cattle-Feeding  Company 
will,  in  six  months  after  date,  pay  to  the  purchaser  the 
amount  named,  '^  being  a  rebate  of  seven  [or  five]  cents  per 
proof  gallon  "  on  a  purchase  that  day  made,  and  to  be  ^^  vidid 
and  payable  only  on  condition"  that  the  purchaser  named, 
his  successors  and  assigns,  from  date  of  the  voucher  to  the 
time  of  payment,  ^  shall  have  bought  their  supply  of  such 
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goods  as  are  produced  "  by  the  promisor  corporation  ^^  exdu- 
sively  from  one  or  more  of  the  dealers  named  on  the  back,'^ 
and  ^^  shall  also  have  subscribed  to  the  certificate  on  the 
back.''  The  terms  are  une-  [828]  quivocal  that  the  promise 
was  not  to  bind  the  corporation  unless  the  promisee  per- 
formed the  acts  stated.  In  otheif*  words,  the  obligations  of 
the  contract  are  dependent  upon  a  condition  precedent;  and 
there  can  be  no  default  by  the  promisor  without  performance 
of  the  condition,  unless  waived  or  excused  by  acts  or  conduct 
on  the  part  of  the  promisor.  Under  the  contract  in  question, 
compliance  with  the  conditions  was  neither  obstructed  on  the 
one  side,  nor  attempted  on  the  other,  and  it  is  manifest  that 
no  right  of  action  at  law  has  accrued  in  favor  of  the  prom- 
isees. In  view  of  this  status,  the  appellants  contend  that  the 
claims  are  entitled  to  equitable  consideration,  because  (1) 
they  are  presented  in  the  course  of  a  proceeding  in  equity; 
and  (2)  this  condition  is  affixed  to  the  contract  as  a  means  by 
which  to  carry  out  the  illegal  purposes  of  a  «nonopoly  oper- 
ating in  restraint  of  trade,  and  for  that  reason  a  court  of 
equity  should  either  disregard  the  condition,  or  strike  it  out. 
But  assuming,  for  the  argument,  that  both  premises  are  well 
taken,  no  relief  can  then  be  granted  for  enforcement  of  the 
contract,  as  no  consideration  is  left  to  support  the  promise. 
The  condition  is  the  sole  consideration  for  the  promise,  and, 
if  that  is  illegal,  the  promise  falls  with  it.  Even  if  the  con- 
sideration were  invalid  only  in  part,  the  same  result  would 
follow,  the  promise  being  indivisible.  Bish.  Cont.  §§  74, 
487 ;  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  886 ;  Oreenh.  Pub.  Pol.  rule  24. 
No  element  of  the  contract  as  actually  made  between  the  par- 
ties remains  to  be  enforced.  A  court  of  equity  cannot  make 
a  new  contract  for  them,  nor  can  it  destroy  the  substance  of 
the  one  which  they  have  entered  into,  and  at  the  same  time 
preserve  the  contract  obligation.  Recovery  upon  the  vouch- 
ers in  question,  with  the  conditions  unfulfilled,  would  have 
that  effect,  and  must  be  denied  in  equity  as  well'  as  in  law. 
Klein  v.  Insurance  Co.,  104  U.  S.  88,  91. 

2.  The  second  and  final  proposition  calls  for  the  applica- 
tion of  the  equitable  doctrine  on  which  assumpsit  may  be 
maintained  as  for  money  had  and  received,  and  the  right  to 
this  remedy  must  be  f  oimd  in  the  original  transactions  and 
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drcmnstanoes  tinder  which  the  payments  were  mmde  to  tlie 
Distilling  &  Cattle-Feeding  Company.  These  were,  on  their 
face,  simple  contracts  of  bargain  and  sale,  and  the  only  pay- 
ments referred  to  were  made  upon  distinct  purchases  of  sup- 
plies at  stipulated  prices.  These  goods  were  Intimate  sub- 
jects of  trade,  and  there  was  no  illegality  in  the  nature  of  the 
contract  of  purchase.  There  is  no  pretense  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  either  deceived  or  mistaken.  On  the  contrary, 
his  purchase,  so  far  as  appears,  was  in  exact  compliance  boUi 
with  his  expectations  and  his  bargain.  It  is  not  asserted 
that  fraud  entered  directly  into  any  of  these  transactions; 
nor  is  there  impeachment  for  any  cause,  except  upon  the 
hypothesis  for  which  the  appellants  contend,  by  way  of  col- 
lateral attack  namely:  (1)  That  an  unlawful  combination 
enabled  the  seller  to  control  and  arbitrarily  fix  prices  upon 
nine-tenths  of  the  distillery  products  of  the  country;  (2) 
that  the  exigencies  of  business  on  the  part  of  the  purchasers 
constrained  them  to  deal  with  this  combination ;  (3)  that  the 
amount  named  in  the  vouchers  as  rebate  was  beyond  the  fair 
price,  and  a  distinct  addition  to  the  price  which  was  imposed 
and  withheld  to  secure  continuance  of  the  trade.  And  upon 
the  line  of  testimony  introduced  as  tending  in  some  measure 
to  show  this  state  [829]  of  facts  tne  appellants  rest  their 
right  to  recover  the  alleged  excess  in  the  prices  paid,  ab 
money  paid  under  constraint  or  duress.  Without  consider- 
ing whether  the  testimony  referred  to  was  either  admissible 
under  the  issues,  or  of  the  effect  alleged,  and  conceding,  for 
the  piurposes  of  the  case,  the  truth  of  each  of  the  above 
propositions  of  fact,  there  can  be  no  recovery  of  the  money 
so  paid,  for  the  reason  that  no  actual  duress  is  shown,  and  no 
element  exists  to  make  the  payment  involuntary  or  compul- 
sory. Radich  V.  HutchinSy  95  U.  S.  210,  213;  Lonergan  v. 
Buford,  148  U.  S.  581, 590, 18  Sup.  Ct  684 ;  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  57,  tit ''  Duress,''  and  cases  cited.  In  Radich  v.  Hutch- 
ina^  supra^  it  is  said : 

"To  constitute  the  coercion  or  duress  which  wlU  be  regarded  as 
Bufflcient  to  make  a  payment  involuntary,  .  .  .  there  must  be  some 
actual  or  threatened  exercise  of  power  possessed,  or  believed  to  be 
possessed,  by  the  party  exacting  or  receiving  payment,  over  the  per^ 
son  or  property  of  another,  from  vrhlch  the  latter  has  no  other  means 
of  immediate  relief  than  by  making  the  payment  As  stated  by  the 
court  of  appeals  of  Maryland,  the  doctrine  established  by  the  authori- 
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ties  Is  that  'a  payment  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  oompnlaory,  unleaa 
made  to  emancipate  the  person  or  property  from  an  actual  and  ex- 
isting duress  imposed  upon  it  by  the  party  to  whom  the  money  is 
paid.'  Mayor,  etc,  v.  Lefterman,  4  Gill,  425 ;  Brumaffitn  y.  TiUinghMt, 
18  CaL  266;  Maya  v.  Oinohmati,  1  Ohio  8t  268." 

In  the  case  at  bar  neither  the  persons  nor  the  property  of 
the  purchasers  were  within  the  physical  control  of  the  sdlers 
when  the  contracts  of  purchase  were  entered  into,  or  when 
the  payments  were  made  thereupon,  and  in  the  eye  of  the  law 
the  transactions  were  voluntary.  At  the  utmost,  the  cir- 
cumstances here  assumed  show  an  urgent  need  for  the  goods 
to  keep  up  their  stock  and  continue  in  trade,  and  to  that  end 
a  business  necessity  to  make  their  purchases  from  the  illegal 
combination,  because  it  so  far  controlled  the  market  that  they 
had  reason  to  fear  disastrous  results  if  supplies  were  sought 
elsewhere.  However  urgent  this  need  may  have  seemed  for 
preservation  of  business  interests,  it  cannot  operate  to  change 
the  payment  made  upon  such  purchases  from  the  voluntary 
character  impressed  by  the  contract  into  the  involuntary 
payment  which  may  be  reclaimed.  Emery  v.  City  of  LaweUy 
127  Mass.  138,  140;  Oustin  v.  City  of  Viroqua^  67  Wis.  314, 
320,  80  N.  W.  515,  and  cases  cited;  6  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
71.  As  the  purchaser  elected  to  take  the  goods  upon  the 
terms  fixed,  and  with  all  the  circumstances  in  mind,  his 
rights  must  be  measured  by  the  contract,  and  not  by  the 
motives  which  influenced  either  party  to  enter  into  it.  If 
the  seller  took  advantage  of  his  necessities,  and  made  the 
price  excessive,  it  would  be  subversive  of  the  well-established 
rules  which  govern  contract  rights  to  receive  testimony  of 
such  circumstances,  to  so  modify  the  terms  agreed  upon,  and 
allow  recovery  of  the  excess  in  price.  In  the  case  of  an 
injurious  combination  of  the  nature  asserted  here,  the  remedy 
is  by  well-recognized  and  direct  proceedings;  but  one  who 
voluntarily  and  knowingly  deals  with  the  parties  so  com- 
bined cannot,  on  the  one  hand,  take  the  benefit  of  his  bargain, 
and,  on  the  other,  have  a  right  of  action  against  the  seller 
for  the  money  paid,  or  any  part  of  it,  either  upon  the  ground 
that  the  combination  was  illegal,  or  that  its  prices  were  un- 
reasonable. We  are  of  opinion  that  no  foundation  is  es- 
tablished for  either  set  of  claims,  and  the  decree  thereupon  is 
aflirmed. 
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[669]  SOUTHERN  INDIANA  EXP.  CO.  v.  UNITED 
STATES  EXP.  CO.  ET  AL.- 

(Olrcult  Ck)iirt,  D.  Indiana.    August  4^  188a) 
[88  Fed.,  668.] 

Gabbiebs  of  Good»— Dotdes  or  Ooimxonivo  Lnm  Ihtbb  Sb.— IRie 
rules  of  the  common  law  do  not  reqolre  a  carrier  to  lecelye  goods 
for  carriage,  either  from  a  consignor  or  a  connecting  carrier,  with- 
out prepayment  of  Its  charges  if  demanded,  nor  to  advance  ttie 
charges  of  a  connecting  carrier  from  which  It  recelTes  goods  in  the 
course  of  transportation;  nor  can  it  be  required  to  extend  such 
credit  or  make  such  adrances  to  one  connecting  carrier  because  it 
does  so  to  another.^ 

[660]  Samb — BxPBESS  Companies — Intebstate  Oommebcb  Act. — ^The 
interstate  commerce  act  does  not  apply  to  independent  express  com- 
panies not  operating  railway  lines. 

MoNOFOLDcs — Aira-TBUST  Law — Remedies. — ^The  antl-tmst  law  of  July 
2,  1890,  does  not  authorize  a  court  of  equity  to  entertain  a  bill  by 
a  private  party  to  enforce  its  provisions,  his  remedy  being  by  an 
action  at  law  for  damages. 

Oaebiees — ^ExFBESS  GoMPAKiES — INDIANA  Statutb. — ^The  statute  of 
Indiana  prescribing  the  duties  of  railroads  with  reference  to  inter- 
secting lines  (2  Bums'  Rev.  St  1894,  I  6163;  Rev.  St  1881,  |  8903) 
has  no  application  to  express  companies. 

8AMB--0tr8T0M — SU77I0IENCT  OF  AiXBOATioN. — ^lu  a  bill  agaiust  three 
express  companies,  an  allegation  of  a  custom  betwe^i  defendants 
to  receive  goods  from  each  other  for  transportation  without  pre- 
payment of  charges,  and  to  advance  bade  charges  to  each  other.  Is 
not  an  allegation  of  a  general  custom  of  the  business,  which  would 
bind  defendants  to  pursue  the  same  method  with  other  oompanieB. 

This  was  a  bill  by  the  Southern  Indiana  Express  Company 
against  the  United  States  Express  Company  and  oUior& 
Heard  on  demurrer  to  bilL 

Joseph  H.  Shea  and  Francis  M.  TrissaU^  for  complainant. 
Baker  <b  Daniels^  for  defendants. 
Baker,  District  Judge. 

This  bill  is  filed  by  the  Southern  Indiana  Express  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  organized  and  existing  under  the  laws 

« Affirmed  by  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Seventh  Circuit  (02  Fed^ 
1022).    Memorandum  decision.    See  p.  993. 
»  Syllabus  copyrighted,  1896,  by  West  Publishing  Ca 
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of  the  state  of  Indiana,  against  the  United  States  Express 
Ckmipany,  the  American  Express  Company,  the  Adams  Ex- 
press Company,  and  certain  individual  defendants,  alleged 
to  be  officers  and  stockholders  in  said  companies.  The  ex- 
press companies  are  alleged  to  be  joint-stock  associations 
organized  under  the  law  of  the  state  of  New  York,  which 
is  as  follows: 

'^Any  joint-8to<±  company  or  association  consisting  of  seven  or  more 
shareholders  or  persons  may  sne  and  be  sued  In  the  name  of  the  presi- 
dent or  treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  snch  Joint-stock  company  or 
association ;  and  all  suits  and  proceedings  so  prosecuted  by  or  against 
such  Jolnt-stodc  company  or  association,  and  the  service  of  all  process 
or  papers  in  such  suits  and  proceedings  on  the  president  or  treasurer, 
for  the  time  being,  of  such  Joint-stock  company  or  association,  shall 
have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  regards  the  Joint  rights,  property 
and  effects  of  such  Joint-stock  company  or  association,  as  If  such 
suits  and  proceedings  were  prosecuted  in  the  names  of  aU  the  share- 
holders and  asaodates  In  the  manner  now  provided  by  law." 

The  bill  alleges  that  the  defendant  companies  have  been  for 
many  years  engaged  in  the  express  business,  and  in  carrying 
articles  of  trade  and  commerce  over  railroads  under  contracts 
with  them,  and  have  been  declared  by  the  law  of  this  and 
other  states  to  be  common  carriers,  subject  to  all  the  lia- 
bilities, and  bound  to  perform  all  the  duties,  of  such  conunon 
carriers;  that  the  complainant  entered  into  a  contract  with 
the  Southern  Indiana  Railway  Company,  a  railway  located 
wholly  within  this  state,  to  carry  on  an  express  business  over 
said  railway  for  five  years  from  and  after  June  80, 1898;  that 
the  defendant  companies  carry  on  an  express  business  over 
railroads  which  connect  with  the  Southern  Indiana  Railway, 
and  that  the  express  business  originating  on  the  line  of 
railway  over  which  the  complainant  carries  on  its  business 
cannot  be  transported  to  its  destination  without  pass- 
[661]  ing  over  one  or  more  of  the  lines  of  railway  over  which 
some  one  of  the  defendant  companies  carries  on  its  business; 
that  the  usage,  long  established,  over  the  Southern  Indiana 
Railway  by  the  defendants,  as  well  as  long,  continuously, 
universally,  and  uninterruptedly  established  by  them  over 
the  lines  of  railway  on  which  tiiey  carry  on  their  business, 
was  to  receive  and  deliver  to  each  other  packages  for  points 
beyond  their  own  routes,  so  that  a  package  for  a  distant 
point  is  transferred  from  one  express  company  to  another  as 
often  as  required  to  reach  its  destination,  and  is  taken  by  one 
10870«»— S.  Doc  111,  6^1,  vol : 
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continuous  and  unbroken  carriage,  and,  to  facilitate  pnunpt- 
ness  and  simplicity  in  transfers  from  one  company  to  another, 
the  receiving  company  pays  to  the  tendering  company  all 
charges  which  have  accrued  for  carriage  to  the  point  of  ten- 
der, known  as  ^^  accrued  charges  '^  or  '^  advance  charges,"  so 
that  the  company  having  advanced  all  the  accrued  charges 
receives  from  the  consignee  and  retains  the  whole  amount  of 
charges  to  the  point  of  destination;  that  another  of  sudi 
established  customs  and  usages  is  to  receive  and  forward 
packages  from  each  others'  lines  to  consignees  at  points  of 
destination  over  the  lines  of  the  othiBrs  without  requiring  the 
prepayment  of  charges  from  the  consignor  or  the  company 
to  which  the  package  is  delivered  to  be  forwarded;  that 
another  of  the  customs  and  usages  established  is  the  fixing  and 
publication  of  tariff  charges  for  carrying  packages  from  and 
to  all  points,  which  tariffs  are  divided  pro  rata  between  each 
of  the  companies  handling  the  package.  The  bill  then  pro- 
ceeds to  aver  that  these  usages  and  methods  of  doing  busi- 
ness were  safe,  reasonable,  and  essential  to  the  quick  and 
simple  transfer  of  packages,  and  to  the  transaction  of  the 
express  business,  and  that  any  company  denied  the  facilities 
thus  afforded  would  be  unable  to  compete  in  the  same  busi- 
ness with  another  company  which  could  avail  itself  of  such 
usages,  and  could  not  do  a  general  express  business  so  as 
adequately  to  accompdate  the  public  The  bill  then  proceeds 
to  allege  that  the  defendant  companies  refuse,  when  articles 
of  trade  and  commerce  carried  by  the  complain  [an]  t  are  ten- 
dered to  the  defendants,  to  pay  Uie  accrued  charges,  or  to  re- 
ceive and  transport  to  their  destination  any  such  articles 
without  the  prepayment  of  the  charges  for  such  transfers. 
The  prayer  of  the  bill  is  that  the  defendants  may  be  enjoined 
and  restrained  from  refusing  to  receive  any  and  all  parcels 
offered  or  delivered  to  them  by  complainant  for  transporta- 
tion and  delivery  to  consignees,  and  from  demanding  prepay- 
ment of  their  charges  for  such  transportation,  and  from  re- 
taining and  withholding  from  the  complainant  all  sums  of 
money  known  as  accrued  charges  for  express  matter  delivered 
to  them  by  the  complainant,  and  from  refusing  to  or  retain- 
ing from  the  complainant  the  reasonable  pro  rata  part  of  the 
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charges  and  compensation  complainant  may  earn  upon  ex- 
press business  originating  off  its  line. 

The  grounds  upon  which  these  claims  for  injunctive  relief 
are  predicated  are:  (1)  That  such  is  the  duty  of  commom 
carriers  at  common  law;  (2)  that  such  is  their  duty  under 
the  interstate  commerce  act;  (3)  that  such  is  the  require- 
ment of  the  anti-trust  law;  (4)  that  such  duty  is  imposed 
upon  them  by  the  custom  and  usage  set  up  in  the  bill. 

The  defendant  companies  have  demurred  to  the  bill  and 
the  amendment  thereto,  on  the  ground  that  the  court  is  with- 
out jurisdiction,  [662]  and  also  because  the  bill  and  the 
amendment  are  without  equity,  on  the  facts  stated. 

Waiving,  without  deciding,  the  question  of  jurisdiction, 
the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  bill  cannot  be  maintained  on 
any  one  of  the  above-stated  grounds. 

1.  There  is  no  principle  of  the  common  law  requiring  a 
commcm  carrier  receiving  articles  of  trade  and  ccHnmerce 
from  a  connecting  line  to  advance  or  assume  the  payment  of 
the  charges  accrued  thereon  for  the  transportation  of  such 
articles  from  the  point  of  origin  to  the  connecting  line.  If 
it  does  thus  pay  or  assume  such  accrued  charges,  it  can  retain 
a  lien  upon  the  property  transported  for  their  payment 
as  well  as  for  the  payment  of  the  charges  due  to  itself  for 
such  transportation.  An  express  company,  like  any  other 
common  carrier,  has  a  right  to  demand  that  its  charges  for 
transportation  shall  be  paid  in  advance,  and  is  under  no 
obligation  to  receive  goods  for  transportation  unless  such 
charges  are  paid  if  demanded.  Nor  is  such  express  company 
under  any  obligation  to  pay  to  the  tendering  company  the 
charges  due  to  it  for  its  services  in  transporting  such  articles 
of  trade  and  conmierce  from  the  point  of  origin  to  the  point 
of  tender.  It  is  true  that  the  general  practice  is  to  collect 
the  charges  upon  delivery  of  the  goods  to  the  consignee,  and, 
when  goods  are  received  without  payment  in  advance  being 
demanded,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  transport 
them  to  their  destination,  or  to  deliver  them  to  the  next  re- 
ceiving carrier.  Keceiving  the  goods  for  transportation 
without  any  demand  for  prepayment  of  charges  constitutes 
a  waiver  of  such  right    The  carrier  holds  a  lien  upon  the 
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goods  for  payment  of  charges,  and,  in  case  of  a  delivery  of 
them  to  the  consignee  before  payment,  it  can  hold  him  re- 
sponsible therefor.  The  same  rule  applies  whether  the  ar- 
ticles of  trade  and  commerce  are  received  from  the  original 
consignor  or  from  a  connecting  carrier.  An  express  com- 
pany, in  the  absence  of  contract,  is  mider  no  obligation  to 
receive  and  transport  for  the  original  consignor,  or  to  con- 
tinue the  transportation  for  a  connecting  carrier,  without 
the  prepayment  of  its  charges  if  demanded.  The  fumidiing 
of  equal  facilities,  without  discrimination,  does  not  require 
a  common  carrier  to  advance  money  to  all  other  carriers  <m 
the  same  terms,  nor  to  give  credit  for  the  carriage  of  articles 
of  trade  and  conmierce  to  all  carriers  because  it  extends 
credit  for  such  services  to  others..  Oregon  Short-Line  eft 
U.  N.  Ry.  Go.  V.  Northerp.  Pac.  R.  Co.,  9  C.  G  A.  409,  61 
Fed.  158;  Id.,  61  Fed.  465;  LUtU  Rooh  dk  M.  R.  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis  S.  W.  Ry.  Co.,  11  C.  C.  A.  417,  63  Fed.  776;  LittU 
Rock  A  M.  R.  Co.  V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  dt  S.  Ry.  Co.,  41  Fed. 
669. 

2.  The  interstate  commerce  act  has,  so  far  as  express  com- 
panies not  operating  railway  lines  are  concerned,  wrought 
no  change  of  the  common  law  in  this  regard.  At  an  early 
day  the  question  was  raised  whether  express  companies  were 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  interstate  commerce  act,  and, 
after  full  argument  and  deliberate  consideration,  the  inter- 
state conmierce  conmiission  unanimously  decided  that  the 
act  did  not  apply  to  express  companies  properly  so  termed ; 
that  is  to  say,  to  independent  organizations  that  carried  on 
an  express  or  parcel  business  in  the  usual  manner,  and  which 
did  not  operate  railway  lines.  In  re  Express  Companies, 
1  Interst  Commerce  Com.  B.  849.  [668]  This  case  was  de- 
cided on  December  28,  1887.  The  commission  shortly  there- 
after called  the  attention  of  congress  to  their  ruling,  and 
suggested  such  an  amendment  of  the  law  as  would  place  ex- 
press companies  within  their  jurisdiction;  but,  although 
more  than  10  years  have  elapsed,  congress  has  taken  no  action 
on  the  subject.  The  same  conclusion  was  reached  in  U.  S.  v. 
Morsman,  42  Fed.  448.  After  a  careful  consideration  of 
the  question,  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  correctness  of  the 
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conduiBions  reached  in  these  cases.  Under  the  averments 
of  the  bill,  it  is  manifest  that  neither  of  the  express  com- 
panies is  affected  by  the  interstate  commerce  act 

3.  The  anti-trust  law  of  July  2,  1890,  has  wrought  no 
such  change  in  the  law  as  will  enable  the  court  to  enforce  its 
provisions  in  favor  of  a  private  party  by  a  bill  in  equity. 
Under  this  act,  the  only  remedy  given  to  any  other  party 
than  the  government  of  the  United  States  is  an  action  at  law 
for  threefold  damages,  with  costs  and  attomey^s  fees,  and 
the  only  party  entitled  to  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  for  in- 
junctive relief  for  an  alleged. violation  of  its  provisions  is 
the  United  States  by  its  district  attorney,  on  the  authoriza- 
tion of  the  attorney  general.  Oulfy  (7.,  cfe  S.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Mianfd  S.  8.  Co.^  80  C.  C.  A.  142,  86  Fed.  407,  and  cases  there 
cited. 

Nor  does  section  6153,  2  Bums'  Rev.  St.  1894  (section 
3908,  Bev.  St  1881),  aid  the  oomplainnt's  contention.  The 
sixth  paragraph  of  that  section  is  as  follows: 

**  Every  such  corporation  shall  possess  the  general  powers  and  be 
subject  to  the  liabilities  and  restrictions  expressed  in  the  special 
powers  following:  *  *  *  To  cross,  intersect,  Join  and  unite  its 
railroad  with  any  other  railroad  before  constructed  at  any  other 
potot  on  its  route  and  upon  the  grounds  of  such  other  railway  com- 
pany, with  the  necessary  turnouts,  sidings,  switches  and  other  con- 
veniences in  furtherance  of  the  objects  of  its  connections;  and 
every  company  whose  railroad  is  or  shall  be  hereafter  intersected 
by  any  new  railroad,  shall  unite  with  the  owners  of  such  new  raU- 
road  in  forming  such  intersection  and  connections  and  grant  the 
faculties  aforesaid." 

This  paragraph  plainly  is  not  applicable  to  express  com- 
paines  which,  like  these  defendants,  do  not  own,  control,  or 
operate  a  railroad  line,  but  which  simply  contract  for  space 
on  railroad  trains  for  the  transportation  of  articles  of  trade 
and  conmierce  committed  to  their  care.  Besides,  the  con- 
nections and  facilities  referred  to  are  manifestly  the  physical 
connections  essential  to  constitute  the  two  railroads  connect- 
ing lines.  Such  is  the  view  of  the  supreme  court  of  this 
state.  Lake  Shore  <&  M.  S.  Ry.  Go.  v.  Cincinnati^  W.  <b  M. 
Ry.  Co.,  116  Ind.  578, 19  N.  E.  440;  Chicago,  St.  L.  <&  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Cincinnati,  W.  <&  M.  Ry.  Co.,  126  Ind.  618,  26  N.  E. 
204.  The  same  view  of  a  very  similar  provision  of  the 
constitution  of  Colorado  was  taken  by  the  supreme  court  of 
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the  United  States  in  Atchison^  T.  dk  8.  F.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Den/oef 
dk  N.  O.  B.  Co.,  110  U.  S.  667,  4  Sup.  Ct  186. 

4.  There  is  not  shown  by  the  averments  of  the  bill  and  the 
amendment  to  be  any  such  custom  or  usage  as  would  justify 
the  court  in  granting  the  relief  prayed  for.  The  right  of 
the  complainant  to  such  relief  depends  upon  its  showing 
the  existence  of  a  custom  or  usage  having  the  force  of  law 
in  the  express  business  of  the  country.  It  is*  not  enough  to 
allege  and  prove  a  custom  or  usage  among  one  or  more 
express  companies  to  pay  accrued  charges  by  the  receiving 
company,  [664]  or  to  transport  without  prepayment  of 
charges  to  the  point  of  destination.  Before  a  custom  or 
usage  can  acquire  the  force  of  law,  it  must  appear  that  it  is 
general  and  uniform  in  the  business  to  be  affected  by  it, 
and  that  such  custom  or  usage  has  been  peaceably  acquiesced 
in  without  dispute  for  a  long  period  of  time.  The  custom 
or  usage  set  out  in  the  bill  is  not  shown  to  be  of  this  char- 
acter. It  is  certainly  beyond  the  power  of  the  defendants, 
by  any  custom  or  usage  established  between  themselves,  to 
compel  all  other  express  companies  in  this  country  to  sub- 
mit to  the  customs  and  usages  which  they  have  adopted. 
Nor  because  the  defendants  consent  to  pay  accrued  charges 
between  themselves,  and  to  continue  the  carriage  of  articles 
of  trade  and  commerce  to  their  destination  without  prepay- 
ment, can  they  be  required  to  do  the  same  for  all  others. 
While  the  method  of  doing  business  alleged  to  exist  between 
the  three  defendant  express  companies  is  certainly  highly 
advantageous  to  the  prompt  and  speedy  transportation  of 
parcels  and  packages,  the  law  cannot  compel  thein  to  con- 
tinue this  method  of  doing  business,  even  between  them- 
selves, much  less  as  between  themselves  and  others  with 
whom  heretofore  they  have  had  no  business  relations. 
Whether  such  a  duty  can  be  imposed  by  legislative  enact- 
ment we  need  not  consider,  for  no  such  exercise  of  power 
has  as  yet  been  attempted. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  demurrer  must  be  sus- 
tained, and,  as  no  amendment  can  make  a  better  case,  the 
bill  and  the  amendment  will  be  dismissed,  at  complainant's 
costs. 
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[1020]  UNITED  STATES  v.  JOINT  TRAFFIC  ASS'N. 

(Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit    March  19,  1897.)     No,  92. 

(89  Fed.,  1020.] 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York.  Wallace  Macf  arlane,  U.  S. 
Atty.  Charles  Howland  Russell,  Allen  McCuUoh,  Ashbel 
Green,  Frank  Loomis,  and  Carter  &  Ledyard,  for  appellee. 
No  opinion.  Affirmed.  See  76  Fed.  895  [(p.  615),  also  171 
U.  S.  505]. 

[Copyright,  1899,  by  West  Publishing  Co.] 


[605]  UNITED  STATES  v.  JOINT  TRAFFIC  ASSO- 
CIATION.* 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  APPEALS  FOR  THE  SECOND 

CIRCUIT. 

No.  84.     Argued  February  24,  26,  1808.— Decided  October  24,  1808. 

[171  U.  S.,  505.] 

Thirty-one  railroad  comiMuiieB,  engaged  in  transportation  between 
Chicago  and  the  Atlantic  coast,  formed  tliemselyes  into  an  associa- 
tion known  as  the  Joint  Traffic  Association,  by  which  they  agreed 
that  the  association  should  have  jurisdiction  over  competitiye  traffic, 
except  as  noted,  passing  through  the  western  termini  of  the  trunk 
lines  and  such  other  points  as  might  be  thereafter  designated,  and  to 
fix  the  rates,  fares  and  charges  therefor,  and  from  time  to  time 
change  the  same.  No  party  to  the  agreement  was  to  be  permitted 
to  deviate  from  or  change  those  rates,  fares  or  charges,  and  its  action 
in  that  respect  was  not  to  affect  rates  disapproved,  except  to  the  ex- 
tent of  its  Interest  herein  over  is  own  road.  It  was  further  agreed 
that  the  powers  so  conferred  upon  the  managers  should  be  so  con- 
strued and  exercised  as  not  to  permit  violation  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act,  and  that  the  managers  siiould  cooperate  with  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  secure  stability  and  uniformity 
In  rates,  fares,  charges,  etc.  The  managers  were  given  power  to  de- 
cide and  enforce  the  course  which  should  be  pursued  with  connect- 
ing companies,  not  parties  to  the  agreement,  which  declined  or  failed 
to  observe  the  established  rates.  Assessments  were  authorized  in 
order  to  pay  expenses,  and  the  agreement  was  to  take  effect  January 

•  Bill  to  enjoin  the  execution  of  an  agreement  claimed  to  be  In  viola- 
tion of  the  interstate  commerce  act  dismissed  by  Circuit  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York  (76  Fed.,  895).  See  p.  616,  Decree 
affirmed  by  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit  (89  Fed.,  1020), 
memorandum  decision.    See  above. 
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1«  1898,  and  to  oontlniie  In  existence  tor  five  years.  The  bill,  filed  oo 
behalf  of  the  United  States,  sought  a  Judgment  declaring  that  agree- 
ment void.    Held^ 

(1)  That  upon  comparing  this  agreement  with  the  one  set  forth  in 

UnUed  atoieB  ▼.  Tro/M-MUBOwri  FreigM  Association,  106  U.  8. 
290,  tbe  similarity  between  them  suggests  that  a  similar  re- 
sult should  be  reached  in  the  two  cases,  as  the  point  now 
taken  was  urged  in  that  case,  and  was  then  Intentionally  and 
necessarily  decided ; 

(2)  That  so  far  as  the  establishment  of  rates  and  fares  is  concerned 

there  is  no  substantial  difference  between  this  agreement  and 
the  one  set  forth  in  the  Trans-MiSBOwri  case; 
(8)  That  Ck>ngress,  with  regard  to  the  interstate  commerce,  and  In 
the  course  of  regulating  it  in  the  case  of  railroad  corporations, 
has  the  power  to  say  that  no  contract  or  combination  shall  be 
legal,  which  shall  restrain  trade  and  commerce,  by  shutting 
out  the  operation  of  the  general  law  of  conq>etltion.« 

[43  L.  ed.,  259.]  » 

iThe  right  of  a  railroad  company  in  a  Joint-traffic  association  to  deri- 
ate  from  the  rates  prescribed,  provided  it  acts  on  a  resolution  of  its 
board  of  directors  and  serves  a  copy  thereof  on  the  managers  of  the 
association,  who,  upon  Its  receipt,  are  required  to  "  act  promptly  for 
the  protection  of  the  parties  hereto,  does  not  relieve  the  assoda- 
tkm  from  c<mdemnation  as  an  illegal  restraint  of  competition,  as  the 
privilege  of  deviating  from  the  rates  would  be  exercised  upon  pain 
of  a  war  of  competition  against  it  by  the  whole  association.] 

[OoBgresB  has  the  power  to  prohibit,  as  in  restraint  of  interstate  com* 
merce,  a  contract  or  combination  between  competing  railroad  com- 
panies to  establish  and  maintain  Interstate  rates  and  fares  for  the 
transportation  of  freight  and  passengers  on  any  of  the  railroads 
parties  to  the  contract  or  combination,  even  though  the  rates  and 
tBieB  thus  established  are  reasonable.] 

[Oongress  has  power  to  forbid  any  agreement  or  combinaticm  amcmg 
or  between  competing  railroad  companies  for  interstate  commerce, 
by  means  of  which  competition  was  prevraited.] 

[The  constitutional  freedom  of  contract  as  to  the  use  and  manage- 
ment of  property  does  not  include  the  right  of  railroad  companies  to 
combtaie  as  one  consolidated  and  powerful  association  for  the  pur- 
pose of  stifling  competition  among  themselves,  and  of  thus  keeping 
their  rates  and  charges  higher  than  they  might  otherwise  be  under 
the  laws  of  competition,  even  if  their  rates  and  charges  are 
reasonable.] 

a  The  foregoing  syllabus  and  the  abstracts  of  argumraits  copyrighted, 
1898,  by  Banks  &  Bros. 

>The  following  paragraphs  inclosed  in  brackets  comprise  the  sylla- 
bus to  this  case  in  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Oourt  Reports,  Book  43,  p.  259. 
Copyrighted,  1899,  by  The  Lawyers'  Go-Operative  Publishing  Go. 
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[Tbe  statute  tmder  review  1b  a  legitimate  ezeroise  of  the  power  of 
Congress  over  interstate  commerce,  and  a  valid  regulation  thereof.] 

[An  agreement  of  railroad  comiMinles  which  directly  and  effectually 
prevents  competition  Is,  under  the  statute,  in  restraint  of  trade,  not 
withstanding  the  possibility  that  a  restrabit  of  trade  might  also 
follow  unrestricted  competition,  which  might  destroy  weaker  roads 
and  give  the  survivor  power  to  raise  rates.] 

The  bill  was  filed  in  this  case  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  an  adjudication  that  an  agreement 
[606]  entered  into  between  some  thirty-one  different  railroad 
companies  was  illegal,  and  enjoining  its  further  execution. 

These  railroad  companies  formed  most  (but  not  all)  of  the 
lines  engaged  in  the  business  of  railroad  transportation  be- 
tween Chicago  and  the  Atlantic  coast,  and  the  object  of  the 
agreement,  as  expressed  in  its  preamble,  was  to  form  an  asso- 
ciation of  railroad  companies  ^'  to  aid  in  fulfilling  the  purpose 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  act,  to  cooperate  with  each  other 
and  adjacent  transportation  associations  to  establish  and 
maintain  reasonable  and  just  rates,  fares,  rules  and  regulations 
on  state  and  interstate  traflSc,  to  prevent  unjust  discrimination 
and  to  secure  the  reduction  and  concentration  of  agencies  and 
the  introduction  of  econ<»nies  in  the  conduct  of  the  freight 
and  passenger  service."  To  accomplish  these  purposes  the 
railroad  companies  adopted  articles  of  association,  by  which 
they  agreed  that  the  affairs  of  the  association  should  be  ad- 
ministered by  several  different  boards,  and  that  it  should  have 
jurisdiction  over  all  competitive  traffic  (with  certain  excep- 
tions therein  noted)  which  passed  through  the  western  termini 
of  the  trunk  lines  (naming  them),  and  such  other  points  as 
might  be  thereafter  designated  by  the  managers.  The  duly 
published  schedules  of  rates,  fares  and  charges,  and  the  rules 
applicable  thereto,  which  were  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  agreement  and  authorized  by  the  different  com- 
panies and  filed  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
were  reaffirmed  by  the  companies  composing  the  association. 
From  time  to  time  the  managers  were  to  recommend  such 
changes  in  the  rates,  fares,  charges  and  rules  as  might  be 
reasonable  and  just  and  necessary  for  governing  the  traffic 
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covered  by  the  agreement  and  for  protecting  the  interests  of 
the  parties  to  the  agreement,  and  a  failure  to  observe  such 
recommendations  by  any  of  the  parties  to  the  agreement  was 
to  be  deemed  a  violation  of  the  agreanent.  No  company 
which  wjis  a  party  to  it  was  permitted  in  any  way  to  deviate 
from  or  to  change  the  rates,  fares,  charges  or  rules  set  forth  in 
the  agreement  or  recommended  by  the  managers,  except  by  a 
resolution  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  company,  and  its 
action  was  not  to  affect  the  rates,  etc.,  disapproved,  except  to 
the  ex-  [607]  tent  of  its  interest  therein  over  its  own  road.  A 
copy  of  such  resolution  of  the  board  of  any  company  author- 
izing a  change  of  rates  or  fares,  etc,  was  to  be  immediately 
forwarded  by  the  company  making  the  «:ame  to  the  managers 
of  the  association,  and  the  change  was  not  to  become  effective 
until  thirty  days  after  the  receipt  of  such  resolution  by  the 
managers.  Upon  the  receipt  of  such  resolution  the  managers 
were  "  to  act  promptly  upon  the  same  for  the  protection  of 
the  parties  hereto."  It  was  further  stated  in  the  agreement 
that  "  the  powers  conferred  upon  the  managers  shall  be  so  con- 
strued and  exercised  as  not  to  permit  violation  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  act,  or  any  other  law  applicable  to  the 
premises  or  any  provision  of  the  charters  or  the  laws  appli- 
cable to  any  of  the  companies  parties  hereto,  and  the  mana- 
gers shall  cooperate  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion to  secure  stability  and  uniformity  in  the  rates,  fares, 
charges  and  rules  established  hereunder." 

One  provision  of  the  agreement  was  to  the  effect  that  the 
managers  were  charged  with  the  duty  of  securing  to  each 
company  which  was  a  party  to  the  agreement  equitable  pro- 
portions of  the  competitive  traffic  covered  by  the  agreement, 
so  far  as  it  could  be  legally  done.  The  managers  were  given 
power  to  decide  and  enforce  the  course  which  should  be  pur- 
sued with  connecting  companies,  not  parties  to  the  agreement, 
which  might  decline  or  fail  to  observe  the  rates,  etc,  estab- 
lished under  it,  and  the  interests  of  parties  injuriously  af- 
fected by  such  action  of  the  managers  were  to  be  accorded 
reasonable  protection  in  so  far  as  the  managers  could  reason- 
ably do  so.  When  in  the  judgment  of  the  managers  it  was 
necessary  to  the  purposes  of  the  agreement,  they  mi^t  deter- 
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mine  the  divisions  of  rates  and  fares  between  connecting  com- 
panies who  were  parties  to  the  agreement  and  connections  not 
parties  thereto,  keeping  in  view  uniformity  and  the  equities 
involved. 

Joint  freight  and  passenger  agencies  might  be  organized 
by  the  managers,  and,  if  established,  were  to  be  so  arranged 
as  to  give  proper  representation  to  each  company  party  to  the 
agreement.  Soliciting  or  contracting  passenger  or  freight 
agencies  were  not  to  be  maintained  by  the  companies,  except 
[606]  with  the  approval  of  the  managers,  and  no  one  that  the 
managers  decided  to  be  objectionable  was  to  be  employed  or 
continued  in  an  agency.  The  officials  and  employ^  of  any  of 
the  companies  could  be  examined,  and  an  investigation  made 
when,  in  the  judgment  of  the  managers,  their  information  or 
any  complaint  might  so  warrant.  Any  violation  of  the  agree- 
ment was  to  be  followed  hy  a  forfeiture  of  the  offending  com- 
pany in  a  sum  to  be  determined  by  the  managers,  which 
should  not  exceed  five  thousand  dollars,  or  if  the  gross  re- 
ceipts of  the  transaction  which  violated  the  agreement  should 
exceed  five  thousand  dollars,  the  offending  party  should,  in 
the  discretion  of  the  managers,  forfeit  a  sum  not  exceeding 
such  gross  receipts.  The  sums  thus  collected  were  to  go  to 
the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  association,  except  that 
the  offending  company  should  not  participate  in  the  appli- 
cation of  its  own  forfeiture. 

The  agreement  also  provided  for  assessments  upon  the  com- 
panies in  order  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  association,  and 
also  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners  and  arbitrators 
who  were  to  decide  matters  coming  before  them.  No  one 
retiring  from  the  agreement  before  the  time  fixed  for  its  final 
completion,  except  by  the  unanimous  consent  of  the  parties, 
should  be  entitled  to  any  refund  from  the  residue  of  the  de- 
posits remaining  at  the  dose  of  the  agreement. 

It  was  to  take  effect  January  1, 1896,  and  to  continue  in  ex- 
istence five  years,  after  which  any  company  could  retire  upon 
giving  ninety  days'  written  notice  of  its  desire  to  do  so. 

The  bill  filed  by  the  (Government  contained  allegations 
showing  that  all  the  defendant  railroad  companies  were  com- 
mon carriers  duly  incorporated  by  the  several  States  through 
which  they  passed,  and  that  they  w«re  engaged  as  such  car- 
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riers  in  the  transportation  of  freight  and  passengers,  sepa- 
rately or  in  connection  with  each  other,  in  trade  and  c(»nmeroe 
continuously  carried  on  among  the  several  States  of  the 
Union  and  between  the  several  States  and  the  Territories 
thereof.  The  bill  also  charged  that  the  defendants,  unlaw- 
fully intending  to  restrain  commerce  among  the  several  States 
and  to  prevent  competition  among  the  railroads  named,  in 
respect  to  all  their  [509]  interstate  commerce,  entered  into  the 
agreement  referred  to  above,  and  it  charged  that  the  agree- 
ment was  an  unlawful  one,  and  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy, and  that  it  was  entered  into  in  order  to  terminate  all 
competition  among  the  parties  to  it  for  freight  and  passenger 
traffic,  and  that  the  agreement  unlawfully  restrained  trade 
and  commerce  among  the  several  States  and  Teritories  of 
the  United  States,  and  unlawfully  attempted  to  monopolize 
a  part  of  such  interstate  trade  and  commerce.  The  bill  ended 
with  the  allegation  that  the  companies  were  preparing  to 
put  into  full  operation  all  the  provisions  of  the  agreement, 
and  the  relief  sought  was  a  judgment  declaring  the  agree- 
ment void  and  enjoining  the  parties  from  operating  their 
roads  under  the  same.  The  defendant,  the  Joint  Traffic 
Association,  filed  an  answer  (the  other  defendants  sub- 
stantially adopting  it),  which  admitted  the  making  of  the 
contract,  but  denied  its  invalidity  or  that  it  is  or  was  in- 
tended to  be  an  unlawful  contract,  combination  or  conspiracy 
to  restrain  trade  or  commerce,  or  that  it  was  an  attempt  to 
monopolize  the  same,  or  that  it  was  intended  to  restrain  or 
prevent  legitimate  competition  among  the  railroads  which 
were  parties  to  the  agreement.  The  answer,  in  brief,  denied 
all  allegations  of  unlawful  acts  or  of  an  unlawful  intent,  un- 
less the  making  of  the  agreement  itself  was  an  unlawful  act 
The  answer  then  set  forth  in  quite  lengthy  terms  a  general 
history  of  the  condition  of  the  railroad  traffic  among  the  vari- 
ous railroads  which  were  parties  to  the  agreement  at  the 
time  it  was  entered  into,  and  alleged  the  necessity  of  some 
such  agreement  in  order  to  the  harmonious  operation  of  the 
different  roads,  and  that  it  was  necessary  as  well  to  the  public 
as  to  the  railroads  themselves. 

The  case  came  on  for  hearing  on  bill  and  answer,  and  the 
Circuit  C!ourt,  after  a  hearing,  dismissed  the  bill,  and  upon 
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appeal  its  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals for  the  Second  Circuit,  and  the  Gh>vemment  has  ap- 
pealed here. 

Mt.  SoUcitor  General  for  appellants. 

The  agreement  violates  the  anti-trust  law,  because  it  creates 
an  association  of  competing  trunk  line  systems,  to  which  is 
[510]  given  jurisdiction  over  competitive  interstate  traffic, 
with  power,  through  a  central  authority,  aided  by  a  skilful 
scheme  of  restrictions,  regulations  and  penalties,  to  establish 
and  maintain  rates  and  fares  on  such  traffic  and  prevent  com- 
petition, thus  constituting  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce  among  the  several  States,  as  defined  by  this  court  in 
the  Trans-Missouri  case^  166  U.  S-  290. 

That  case  was  elaborately  argued  and  carefully  considered. 
A  petition  for  a  rehearing  was  presented  and  denied.  The 
decision  has  been  accepted  and  acted  upon  by  the  Depart- 
ments of  the  Government,  and  by  the  courts,  both  state  and 
Federal,  as  definitively  settling  the  meaning  and  scope  of  the 
anti-trust  law  when  applied  to  traffic  associations  among 
competing  interstate  railway  systems.  The  decision  was  not 
only  a  just,  but  an  eminently  salutary  one.  I  shall  not  con- 
cede that  the  principles  it  laid  down  remain  questionable. 
I  shall  not  admit  that  it  is  necessary  for  me,  by  argument,  to 
fortify  the  position  taken  by  this  court  in  that  case.  The 
anti-trust  law,  as  there  construed,  is  the  law  of  the  land. 

The  wisdom  of  Congress  in  prohibiting  all  agreements  in 
restraint  of  trade  among  interstate  railway  systems  is  even 
more  manifest  now  than  when  the  Trans-Missouri  case  was 
decided.  At  the  time  of  the  argument  of  the  Trans-Mis- 
souri case^  it  was  still  to  some  extent  a  mooted  question 
whether  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  was  empow- 
ered to  determine  what  are  fair  and  reasonable  rates,  and  to 
enforce  such  rates.  This  question  is  no  longer  open.  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  v.  N.  O.  dk  Tex.  Pac.  RaUway^ 
167  U.  S.  479;  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Alabama 
Midland  Railway,  168  U.  S.  144. 

If  it  be  urged  that  any  illegality  in  the  agreement  is  cured 
by  section  3  of  article  7,  providing  that  "  the  powers  con- 
ferred upon  the  managers  shall  be  so  construed  and  exercised 
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as  not  to  permit  violation  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  act,  or 
any  other  law  applicable  to  the  premises,  or  any  provision  of 
the  charters  or  the  laws  applicable  to  any  of  the  companies 
parties  hereto;  and  the  managers  shall  cooperate  with  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  to  secure  stability  and  md- 
[611]  formity  in  the  rates,  fares,  charges  and  rules  estab- 
lished hereunder." 

An  injunction  to  construe  and  exercise  powers  conferred  so 
as  to  permit  no  violation  of  law,  is  an  admission  that  the 
powers  may  be  so  construed  and  exercised  as  to  violate  law. 
If  the  anti-trust  law  prohibited  only  those  contracts  in  im- 
reasonable  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  there  might  be 
saving  force  in  this  section.  But  the  anti-trust  law  prohibits 
aU  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce.  Whether 
the  rates  be  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  an  agreement  pro- 
viding for  their  establishment  and  maintenance  by  an  associa- 
tion of  interstate  railways,  is  prohibited.  The  managers  can 
exercise  none  of  the  essential  powers  conferred  by  the  agree- 
ment without  violating  the  law.  In  the  matter  of  the  essen- 
tial powers,  it  is  not  a  question  of  method  or  degree;  the 
powers  cannot  be  exercised,  because  they  are  in  themselves 
illegal.  The  association  itself  is  illegal.  It  is  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  controlling  certain  competitive  traflBc  The  cen- 
tral authority — the  managers — is  given  the  power  to  estab- 
lish and  maintain  rates  on  that  traflBc.  Take  away  from  the 
association  the  power  to  establish  and  maintain  rates,  and 
it  inunediately  falls  to  pieces.  It  ceases  to  have  a  rataon 
d^etre. 

The  authority  of  the  Government  to  maintain  this  suit  is 
sustained  in  United  States  v.  Freight  Association^  166  U.  S. 
290,  343,  citing  in  re  Dehs^  158  U.  S.  564 ;  Cincinnati^  New 
Orleans^  <&c.  Railway  v.  Interstate  Commerce  Commission^ 
162  U.  S.  184;  Texas  <&  Pacific  Railway  v.  Interstate  Com- 
m£rce  Commission^  162  U.  S.  197. 

Mr.  James  C.  Carter  (with  whom  was  Mr.  Lewis  Cass 
Ledyard  on  the  brief),  for  the  Joint  Traffic  Association, 
appellee. 

There  are  certain  observations  in  relation  to  the  Anti- 
Trust  act  which  are  properly  to  be  made  before  proceeding 
to  the  argument 
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There  is  no  doubt  that  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  pas- 
[612]  sage  of  this  law  there  were,  as  there  still  are,  certain 
tendencies  in  the  industrial  world  which  drew  widespread 
attention  and  excited,  in  some  minds,  much  alarm.  Many 
industries  were  seen,  or  supposed,  to  be  under  the  control  of 
great  aggregations  of  capital,  either  in  the  hands  of  individ- 
uals united  under  some  form  of  agreement,  partnership  or 
other,  or  contributed  as  the  capital  of  corporate  bodies. 
Some  of  the  most  conspicuous  were  called  by  the  vague  name 
of  ^^  trusts,''  and  this  term  came  to  be  employed,  in  a  general 
way,  to  designate  all  of  them.  For  obvious  reasons,  and 
quite  aside  from  the  question  whether  their  objects  and 
effects  are  mischievous  or  beneficial,  such  combinations  of 
capital  are  not  popular,  and  the  designation  'Hrust"  came 
to  be  a  rather  reproachful  one. 

Undoubtedly  it  may  be  possible  for  a  large  aggregated 
capital  to  wield  a  greater  power  in  many  ways  than  would  be 
possible  for  the  same  amount  distributed  among  many  sep- 
arate owners  or  managers,  and  the  suspicion  was  entertained 
that  such  power  was  employed  in  controlling  markets,  and 
perhaps  in  controlling  legislation,  and  it  was  also  thought  to 
be  an  instrumentality  by  which  the  unequal  distribution  of 
wealth  was  fostered  and  increased.  The  disfavor  thus  ex- 
cited was,  as  was  natural,  turned  to  political  account.  Those 
opposed  to  a  protective  tariff  charged  upon  its  advocates 
that  they  were  favoring  and  stimulating  trusts,  and  the  lat- 
ter felt  the  need  of  repelling  the  charge  by  doing  something 
to  show  that  they  were  the  declared  enemies  of  trusts. 

Under  such  circumstances  it  was  quite  natural  that 
schemes  of  legislation  aimed  against  these  supposed  public 
enemies  should  be  started,  and  any  opposition  to  them  would 
naturally  draw  upon  the  authors  of  it  the  reproach  that 
they  were  the  friends  and,  perhaps,  the  paid  defenders,  of 
these  powerful  interests. 

While,  therefore,  all,  or  nearly  all,  professed  themselves 
in  favor  of  repressive  legislation,  the  question  what  legis- 
lation could  be  contrived  was  a  difficult  one  and  suggested 
some  difficult  questions.  How  was  a  "trust"  to  be  legally 
defined  so  that  a  prohibition  of  it  should  not  include  a  pro- 
hibition of  [613]  the  exercise  of  the  clearest  constitutional 
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rigfatst  CongresB,  surely,  oould  not  prevent  the  creetkm 
of  corporations  under  state  laws,  or  limit  tiie  capacity  of 
forming  partnerships,  or  in  any  manner  interfere  with  the 
internal  business  of  States.  And  was  it  certain  that  these 
so  called  trusts  were,  in  every  instance,  necessarily  mischiev- 
ous} Indeed,  sensible  legislators  for  the  most  part  under- 
stood very  clearly  that  the  things  complained  of  were  but  the 
necessary  incidents  and  consequences  of  the  progress  of  in- 
dustry and  civilization  and  could  not  be  arrested  without 
checking  the  advance  of  the  nation  and  crippling  it  in  the 
fierce  competitions  with  other  nations,  and  that  any  useful 
effort  to  remedy  the  supposed  evils  must  be  directed  against 
the  abuses  of  the  power  of  aggregated  capital  and  not  at 
the  aggregations  themselves.  Under  these  circumstances 
Congress  proceeded  very  cautiously  and  enacted  the  only 
measure  which  seemed  possible  without  passing  the  plainest 
constitutional  limits.  It  did  not  attempt  to  define  ^  trusts," 
or  limit  aggregations  of  capital  in  any  form.  The  general 
charge  was  that  these  combinations  were  in  some  form 
monopolies,  and  in  restraint  of  trade,  but  Congress  did  not 
in  the  remotest  degree  attempt  to  define  what  a  monopoly  or 
restraint  of  trade  was.  It  was,  however,  perfectly  safe  to 
declare  that  if  these  combinations  did  in  any  case  create 
monopolies,  or  restraints  upon  trade,  ihej  should  be  prohib- 
ited from  so  doing  in  the  future;  and  tihds  is  what  Cbngreas 
did  and  all  it  did,  by  passing  the  act  in  question.  It  prohib- 
ited contracts  and  combinations  to  create  monopolies  or  re- 
strain trade,  and  left  it  to  the  courts,  without  a  word  of 
direction  or  instruction,  to  determine  what  contracts  did 
create  monopolies  or  restrain  trade,  and  what  did  not. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  Congress  has  done  an  unwise  or  im- 
prudent thing,  and  that  if  calamity  occurs  the  fault  lies  at 
its  door.  It  has  prohibited  nothing  but  contracts  and  com- 
binations to  create  restraints  of  trade  and  monopolies.  These, 
when  properly  defined,  are,  beyond  question,  public  mis- 
chiefs and  ought  to  be  prohibited.  If  any  useful  thing  be* 
comes  stricken  down  by  the  law,  it  must  be  the  result  of  some 
erroneous  interpretation. 

[514]  The  first  question  we  design  to  consider  is  whether 
the  agreement  violates  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  re- 
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ferred  ta  To  this  end  it  is  of  much  importance  to  have  in 
mind  the  particular  nature  of  the  subject  with  which  this 
act  deals,  and  how  that  subject  has  heretofore  beei^  treated 
in  law  and  legislation. 

It  is  immediately  obvious  that  Congress  conceived  itself 
to  be  dealing  with  acts  supposed  to  be  productive  of  injury 
to  the  public,  and  of  injury  to  such  an  extent  as  to  justify 
repressive  legislation. 

We  next  observe  that  it  is  not  contracts  only  of  a  certain 
character  which  are  condemned,  but  that  they  are  coupled 
together  with  certain  other  acts,  presuinably  of  a  similar 
nature  or  tendency,  namely,  combinations  or  conspiracies  in 
restraint  of  trade,  and  monopolies,  or  combinations  or  con- 
spiracies to  monopolize.  C!ontracts,  therefore,  are  dealt 
with,  not  so  much  as  contracts,  but  as  one  form  of  acts  re- 
lating to  trade  and  conmxerce  assumed  to  be  injurious  in 
their  tendency  and  effect 

That  contracts  of  a  certain  class  may  be  opposed  to  a 
sound  public  policy  has  been  recognized  in  the  law  from  a 
very  early  period.  The  grounds  or  reasons  of  policrjr  upon 
which  they  are  held  void  or  illegal  are  very  numerous  and 
varied,  but  a  class  embracing  numerous  instances  is  formed 
of  sudii  as  are  supposed  to  have  an  injurious  effect  upon 
trade  or  commerce;  between  these,  however,  there  is  quite  a 
marked  distinction  observable  in  the  way  in  which  they  are 
treated  in  the  law.  One  description  embraces  simply  or- 
dinary business  transactions,  where  parties  make  agreements 
^with  each  other  for  supposed  mutual  profit  and  advantage, 
a  breach  of  which  would  result  in  pecuniary  loss  or  damage 
to  the  one  or  the  other,  and  a  demand  for  redress.  In  such 
cases  the  parties  expect  and  intend  to  enforce  the  contract, 
and  look  to  the  ordinary  legal  remedies  as  the  means  of  en- 
forcing it.  C!ontracts  whereby  a  business  is  sold  and  the 
seller  covenants  that  he  will  not  thereafter  carry  it  on,  or 
where  a  man  takes  an  apprentice  with  an  agreement  that  he 
will  not  set  himself  up  in  opposition  to  his  master  in  trade, 
supply  familiar  instances  of  this  character. 

[616]  Inasmuch  as  such  contracts  would  not  be  entered 

into  unless  it  was  believed  that  the  law  would  afford  redress 

in  case  of  a  breach  of  them,  the  repressive  purposes  of  the 

10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol : 
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law,  where  they  are  supposed  to  be  opposed  to  publie  policy, 
are,  in  general,  fully  satisfied  by  declaring  them  void  aiui 
denying  redress,  and  this  is  usually  the  extoit  of  the  notice 
which  the  law  takes  of  them.  There  is  no  occasion  for  crim- 
inal legislation,  both  for  the  reason  that  there  is  not  present, 
ordinarily,  any  criminal  purpose,  and  if  there  were,  repression 
is  sufficiently  accomplished  without  a  resort  to  it.  The  doc- 
trine respecting  contracts  of  this  character  belongs  therefore 
to  the  law  of  contracts,  and  the  treatises  on  that  law  usually 
emluraee  a  chapter  devoted  to  it. 

But  there  is  another  and  much  smaller  description  of  con- 
tracts supposed  to  be  injurious  to  trade  of  quite  a  different 
character.  They  are  not,  properly  speaking,  business  trans- 
actions. They  do  not  involTe  the  sale,  leasing  or  exchange 
of  property,  or  the  hire  of  services;  nor  does  a  breach  of 
them  usually  result  in  distinct  and  ascertainable  pecuniary 
loss.  They  are  not,  indeed,  entered  into  by  parties  in  differ- 
ent interests,  as  in  the  case  of  buyer  and  seller,  one  of  which 
expects  to  gain  something  from  the  other,  but  by  parties  in 
the  same  interest  having  in  view  an  object  for  the  common 
good  of  all;  nor  do  the  parties  to  them  generally  look  to,  or 
rely  upon,  any  legal  remedies  to  secure  obedience  to  them. 
They  spring  out  of  circumstances  which  impress  the  parties 
to  them  with  the  belief  that  they  have  a  common  interest,  or 
that  it  is  expedient  to  create  a  common  interest  among  them,, 
and  seek  to  control  or  regulate  the  conduct  of  each  other  in 
relation  to  business.  Instances  of  this  description  of  agree- 
ment are  found  where  laborers,  or  employers,  unite,  in  the 
form  of  agreement,  to  regulate  hours  of  labor,  or  prices,  or 
where  merchants,  or  tradesmen,  combine  to  transact  their 
business  in  certain  prescribed  ways,  or  to  establish  uniform 
prices  for  their  goods,  or  to  suppress,  or  regulate,  competi- 
tion among  themselves*  or  where  a  class  of  producers  or 
dealers  combine  together  to  control  ft  product,  or  a  business, 
with  a  view  of  imposing  upon  others  their  own  terms  ae  to 
prices,  or  other  incidents  of  the  business. 

[516]  The  marked  distinction  between  these  casss  acnd  tbe 
ordinary  business  transactions  first  spoken  of  is,  that  in  the 
latter  there  is  a  diiEerence  of  interest,  sometimea  regarded  as 
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a  hostility  of  interest  between  the  parties,  eadi  seeking  to 
gain  the  utmost  from  the  other;  whereas,  in  the  former,  the 
parties  are  in  the  same  interest,  each  seeking  the  same  end* 
The  term  ^^  contract "  does  not  well  express  ihis  sort  of  agree- 
ments It  is  a  uniting  together  for  a  common  purpose — a 
combination— or,  when  thought  to  be  of  an  ob|eetionable 
character,  a  conspiracy.  Such  tudons  always  suppose  agree- 
ment, but  it  need  not  be  in  writing;  where  it  is  in  writing  it 
is  often  called  an  agreement,  or  contact;  hot,  in  giving  it 
this  name  we  should  not  lose  sight  of  its  real  character.  In 
reality  it  is  simply  an  act,  and  innocent,  or  guil^,  aooording 
as  the  law  may  be  inclined  to  regard  it. 

It  is  manifest  that  where  the  law  does  regard  it  aa  mis- 
chievous, and  to  such  a  degree  as  to  call  for  repression,  it  is 
not  enough  to  simply  declare  it  illegal  The  praetioe  may, 
nevertheless,  be  persisted  in,  and  as  it  does  not  rely  for  its 
efficacy  upon  legal  remedies,  the  mere  withholding  of  such 
remedies  may  be  ineffectual.  The  action,  therefore,  which 
law  usually  takes  in  respect  to  such  so  called  contracts  is  in 
the  form  of  prohibition  and  penalty,  and  the  subject  belongs 
not  to  the  law  of  contracts,  but  to  the  criminal  law,  where  it 
is  usually  dealt  with  under  the  head  of  conspiracy. 

We  do  not  mean  by  the  above  observations  that  there  may 
not  be  instances  which  partake,  to  a  greater  or  lees  degree,  of 
the  qualities  of  both  the  classes  above  mentioned;  but  the 
distinction  between  them  is  so  constant  and  pervading  that  it 
will  be  at  once  recognized. 

As  a  conclusion  to  what  is  said  we  desire  to  point  oat  that 
the  legal  doctrine  and  policy  to  which  this  Anti-Tlrust  act  be- 
longs, is  manifestly  the  one  last  described.  The  circumstance 
that  contracts  are  grouped  together  with  c(mibinati<ms  and 
conspiracies  and  made  the  subject  of  criminal  treatment, 
shows  this  very  plainly. 

The  ineptitude  of  some  of  the  language  of  this  legi^tion 
is  quite  apparent  Undoubtedly  the  object  of  Congress  was 
to  [617]  readi  that  dass  of  supposed  mischiefs  which  flow 
frmn  combinations.  But  the  great  bulk  of  the  casea»  proba- 
bly nine  tenths,  in  which  courts  have  fdt  called  upon  to  say 
anything  about  contracts  in  restraint  of  teade,  has  been  the 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


882  171  UNITED  STATES  BBPOBTS,  517. 

Mr.  Carter's  aigmnent  for  The  Joint  Traffic  AsMMdatioiL 

business  transactions  first  alluded  to  in  which  an  agreement 
has  been  entered  into,  not  to  exercise  a  particular  calling,  as 
where  the  keeper  of  a  well-patronized  tavern  sells  ont  his 
establishment  and  good  will,  and  covenants  not  to  further 
carry  on  the  business.  Such  agreements  at  the  common  law 
have  been  held  valid  or  void  according  to  the  supposed  rea- 
sonableness of  the  covenant;  but,  surely  even  when  void, 
there  was  nothing  about  them  calling  for  the  intervention 
of  the  criminal  law.  And  yet  this  statute  bunches  the  valid 
and  the  void  all  together,  and  makes  them  all  criminal,  when 
probably  there  was  not  the  remotest  intention  to  make  any 
of  them  criminal. 

These  observations,  of  course,  fully  admit  that  the  particn- 
lar  agreement  or  combination  against  which  this  action  is 
aimed,  would  be,  assuming  that  the  act  covers  contracts  be* 
tween  railroad  companies,  obnoxious  to  the  penalty  imposed 
by  the  act,  provided  it  were,  in  fact,  in  restraint  of  trade  or 
commerce  between  the  States.  That  it  is,  in  fact,  in  restraint 
of  trade  or  commerce  must  be  shown  before  this  action  can 
be  maintained,  and  this  is  the  proper  subject  for  discussion  in 
this  action.  This  question  is  broadly  open  and  unaffected  by 
any  decision  of  this  court,  and  we  expect  to  be  able  to  show 
that  the  agreement  is  not  only  not  in  restraint  of  trade  and 
commerce,  but  highly  beneficial  to  both;  that  Congress  has 
never  declared,  or  intended  to  declare,  it  criminal,  and  that  it 
is  deserving,  not  of  judicial  condemnation,  but  of  judicial  en- 
couragement and  approval. 

Unless  the  act  is  subject  to  the  interpretation  hereinafter 
maintained,  it  is  open  to  grave  objection  on  constitutional 
grounds,  which  will  be  dealt  with  by  other  counsel. 

Having  presented  this  preliminary  matter,  Mr.  Carieit 
argued  the  following  points. 

I.  The  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  this  suit,  un- 
less it  can  be  found  in  the  provisions  of  some  statute. 

The  bill  sets  forth  simply  the  commission  of  a  misde- 
meanor, [618]  and  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
to  repeat  the  offence.  No  principle  of  the  public  remedial 
law  of  America  or  England  is  more  fundamental  than  that 
the  ordinary  administration  of  criminal  justice  by  the  ordi- 
nary courts  of  common  law,  is  sufficient  for  the  represaon  of 
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crime,  and  exdudye  adhesion  to  it  necessary  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  citizen* 

n.  The  Anti-Trust  act  contained  provisions  purporting  to 
create  a  jurisdiction  in  equity  to  give  relief  by  way  of  in- 
junction; and,  perhaps,  the  decision  made  by  this  court  in 
the  suit  of  the  Vfdted  States  v.  The  Trans-Missouri  Freight 
Association^  should  be  regarded  as  a  determination  that  the 
Attorney  General  was  at  liberty  in  case  of  any  violation  of 
the  provisions  of  the  act  to  file  a  bill  for  an  injunction,  al- 
though it  would  seem  necessary,  upon  familiar  principles,  to 
make  out  a  case  for  equitable  interposition,  in  order  to 
justify  an  appeal  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  thus  created. 
But  so  far  as  it  is  sought  to  maintain  the  present  action  on 
the  basis  of  an  alleged  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  act,  no  support  can  be  derived  from  the 
decision  above  referred  to.  No  such  jurisdiction  in  equity 
is  given  by  that  act  And  by  implication,  at  least,  it  is 
withheld;  for  in  certain  cases  specially  mentioned  in  sections 
6  and  13,  jurisdiction  is  expressly  given  to  courts  of  equity  to 
grant  injunctions.  If  it  is  not  given  in  other  cases  it  must 
be  taken  to  be  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  intended. 
^  Expressio  unius  est  exoltmo  alteriusJ^ 

III.  A  dear  understanding  should  be  had  at  the  outset, 
of  the  meaning  of  the  terms  with  which  we  are  dealing.  The 
class  of  contracts  condemned  by  the  Anti-Trust  act  is  defined 
by  the  effect  they  have  upon  trade  or  commerce.  They  are 
such,  and  such  only,  as  have  the  effect  of  restraining  trade  or 
commerce.  The  actual  effect  which  the  contracts  have  upon 
trade  or  commerce  is  the  material  consideration  which  deter- 
mines whether  or  not  they  are  induded  within  the  dass. 

This  may  seem  self-evident,  and  indeed  is  sa  But  the 
possible  suggestion  might  be  made  that  there  is  a  class  of 
contracts,  called,  or  named,  ^'  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade," 
and  that  the  statute  relates  to  these  irrespective  of  their  real 
and  true  effect.  There  is  no  foundation  for  such  a  sugges- 
tion. There  [619]  is  no  dass  of  contracts  known  to  the  law 
by  the  name  of  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  irrespective  of 
their  actual  effect  upon  trade.  Whenever,  heretofore,  the 
point  has  been  made  in  the  case  of  a  particular  contract 
whether  it  was  in  restraint  of  trade,  it  has  been  determined 
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bjr  an  inquiry  as  to  its  actual  effect  upon  trade.  No  sugges- 
tion would  have  been  indulged  that  it  was  valid  or  void  ae- 
cording  as  it  might,  or  might  not,  be  called  or  styled  a  oon- 
tract  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Moreover  we  are  dealing  with  the  criminal  law,  whidi 
nev^  daases  acts  and  makes  them  punishable  under  arbitrary 
names,  without  regard  to  their  supposed  effects,  as  being 
actually  mischevious  or  otherwise.  This  would  be  patting 
innocence  on  a  par  with  guilt. 

IV .  There  seems  to  be  no  room  for  doubt  conoeming  the 
meaning  of  the  term  ^  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce." 
To  restrain  is  to  hold  back,  to  check,  to  prevent,  and  thus  to 
diminirii.  It  is  injury  to  trade  or  commerce  which  the  act 
is  aimed  to  prevent.  Unless,  therefore,  a  contract  injures  and 
thus  diminishes,  or  tends  to  diminiRh,  trade  or  commerce,  it 
cannot  be  deemed  as  in  restraint  <if  trade  or  commerce. 

y.  Hie  agreement  under  which  The  Joint  Traffic  Associa- 
tim  was  fanned,  and  the  carrying  out  of  whidi  is  sought  to 
be  enjoined,  is  not  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  or  ccmi- 
meree  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1600. 

[Over  one  hundred  pages  of  ai^)eUant'8  brief  are  tdcen  up 
with  the  discussion  of  this  point  The  following  (synopsis  of 
its  reasoning  was  filed  by  counsel] 

The  bulk  of  the  whole  discussion,  so  far  as  ro^Mots  the 
Anti-TrusA  act,  is  contained  under  this  Fifth  Point,  and  the 
line  of  argument  pursued  is  substantially  as  follows:  (1) 
That  no  restraint  is  directly,  or  in  terras,  imposed  upon  trade 
or  commerce;  that  all  the  members  of  the  association  will, 
as  the  agreement  assumes,  continue  in  business,  doing  the 
utmost  tfa^  can,  and  in  competition  with  eadi  other;  that 
whatever  ]>estraint  is  imposed  by  it  is  imposed  simply  upon 
a  single  featura  of  this  competition;  that,  competition  and 
trade  not  being  identical  with  each  other,  a  restraint  upon 
competition  is  not  fiecessarily  a  restraint  upon  trade.  It  is 
admitted,  how-  [520]  ever,  that  a  restraint  upon  competition 
may  be  a  restraint  upon  trade;  but  it  is  asserted  that  whether 
it  is  so  or  not,  in  any  particular  case,  depends  upon  the  nature 
and  effect  of  the  restraint  imposed  in  such  case. 

(2)  The  argument  thus  reaches  one  of  the  main  subjects 
of  discussion,  namely,  what  the  effects  of  oompetitian  in  trade 
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are;  when  they  are  good,  and  when,  if  ever,  they  «re  had; 
and  how  such  restraints  h^ve  been  reigarded  in  pnUic 
econmny,  law  and  legisUtian,  This  subject  is  treated  at 
first  generally,  without  mfermoe  to  the  particular  effects  of 
competition  in  the  business  of  railroad  transportation. 

(3)  It  is  then  pointed  out  that  the  particular  field  of  dis- 
cussion in  the  case  has  been,  by  what  precedes^  fully  dis- 
closed, namely,  the  effects  of  restraints  upon  competitaon  as 
restraining,  or  not  restraining,  trade  and  commerce,  and  a 
particular  proposition,  substantially  equivalent  to  the  main 
one,  is  stated  as  follows : 

^^  The  agreement  in  question,  as  a  whole,  and,  particularly, 
so  much  of  it  as  affects  competition,  is  in  the  highest  degree 
promotive  of  trade  and  commerceu"  The  discussion  on  this 
head  pursues  the  following  course: 

(a)  It  begins  with  a  statement  of  ^  the  origin,  development 
and  present  condition  in  this  country  of  the  business  of  rail- 
way transportation,^'  and  shows  that  by  the  deliberate  policy 
of  all  our  governments,  state  and  National,  business  has 
been,  from  the  first,  subjected  to  the  severest  invduniary 
competition,  and  it  points  out  the  ruinous  results  to  which 
such  competition  leads  when  it  takes  place  on  rates,  and  aims 
to  show  that  such  results  can  be  arrested,  or  mitigated,  only 
by  allowing  the  competing  parties  to  displace  the  strife  by 
some  form  of  agreement  (b)  This  discussion  is  proceeded 
with  by  pointii^  out  what  the  main  requisites  of  a  good  rail- 
way service  are,  and  how  they  are  affected  by  railway  compe- 
titicm  in  rates.  It  aims  to  show  that  such  competition,  by 
making  uniformity  in  rates  impossible,  makes  it  impossible 
to  secure  any  of  these  essential  requisites,  and  that  they  can 
be  3ecured  only  by  some  form  of  concerted  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties. 

[631]  (4)  The  subject  of  agreements  between  railway  com- 
panies and  cooperative  traffic  associations  being  thus  reached, 
a  sketch  is  made  of  their  origin  and  development  down  to 
the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  law,  and 
it  is  shown  that  the  most  efficacious  form  of  agreement  down 
to  that  time  had  been  found  to  be  that  of  pooling. 

(6)  The  Interstate  Commerce  law  and  its  effects  are  then 
discussed,  and  it  is  shown  that  one  of  its  main  objects  was  to 
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bring  about,  so  far  as  Federal  legislation  could  accomplish 
it,  uniformity  in  rates,  and  thus  put  an  end  to  the  practioe 
of  discrimination,  and  attention  is  called  to  the  incidental 
feature  of  the  law  which  prohibited  pooling  agreements.  It 
is  then  shown  that  the  effect  of  that  law  was  to  increase  and 
aggravate  the  very  evils  which  it  was  designed  to  remove. 
Pooling  being  prohibited,  the  most  effective  method  for  se- 
curing uniformity  in  rates  could  no  longer  be  employed,  and 
ruinous  competition,  with  every  form  of  discrimination,  fol- 
lowed, and  to  these  evils  was  added  the  unendurable  aggra- 
vation that  the  practices  which  the  law  could  not  prevent, 
were,  nevertheless,  converted  into  crimes. 

(6)  It  is  then  shown  that  the  necessity  was  imiversally  felt 
for  some  form  of  concerted  action  which  would  put  an  end  to 
these  deplorable  conditions  and  that  the  present  agreement 
was  the  result  of  an  earnest  effort  in  this  direction. 

(7)  An  analysis  of  the  agreement  is  then  made,  and  it  is 
pointed  out  that  it  is  not  aimed  against  competition  in 
general,  but  assumes  that  such  competition  will  still  continue 
actively  and  earnestly  on  every  point  except  that  of  rates. 

Its  precise  effect  upon  competition  in  rates  is  dealt  with, 
and  it  is  shown  that  while  its  object  is  to  secure  uniformity  in 
rates  by  inducing  competing  companies  to  consent  to  such 
uniformity,  it  does  not  purport  to  require  it  or  compel  it 
That  it  does  not  really,  or  in  any  proper  sense,  seek  to  restrain 
competition  at  all,  but  aims  to  render  competition  open,  hon- 
est and  lawful,  so  that  the  business  of  railway  transportation 
may  be  conducted  in  conformity  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  law,  and  without  the  daily  commission 
of  crime.  It  shows  that,  to  this  end,  it  is  necessary  that  each 
railroad  [522]  company  should  first  establish  its  rates  and 
should  adhere  to  them  for  a  reasonable  period,  which  is 
fixed  at  thirty  days,  in  order  if  it  intends  a  change  that  it 
may  give  reasonable  notice  of  its  intention  in  time  to  en- 
able the  competing  parties  to  meet  it,  and  to  shape  their  own 
conduct  accordingly ;  that  this  is  absolutely  the  only  restraint 
upon  competition  effected  by  the  agreement,  and  being  only 
slight  and  temporary,  and  necessary  in  order  to  enable  compe- 
tition to  be  open  and  lawful,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  re- 
straint  upon  trade.    It  admits  that  one  of  its  main  objects 
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18  to  secure  what  the  Interstate  Commerce  law  sought  to 
secure,  uniformity  in  rates,  but  its  method  of  effecting  that 
result  is,  not  by  a  compulsory  agreement,  but  by  taking 
away  the  motives  to  ruinous,  secret  and  unlawful  competi- 
tion in  rates.  It  also  points  out  the  many  other  beneficial 
provisions  of  the  agreement  by  which  it  is  sought  to  make 
the  railroad  transportation  of  the  country  regular,  orderly, 
safe  and  effective. 

(8)  It  further  seeks  to  emphasize  the  beneficial  purposes 
of  the  agreement  by  showing  that  every  great  industry  in 
which  the  cooperation  of  many  different  proprietors  and 
agencies  is  required,  necessarily  calls  for  a  system  of  regu- 
lation which  must  be  supplied  either  by  the  action  of  gov- 
ernment, or,  in  the  absence  of  such  action,  by  the  volun- 
tary action  of  those  who  are  engaged  in  it,  and  it  pronounces 
the  association  as  "  an  institution  for  the  regulation  of  trans- 
portation business  in  those  respects  in  which  the  State,  either 
from  lack  of  jurisdiction,  or  because  it  deems  that  the  regu- 
lation could  be  best  devised  and  administered  by  the  railroad 
systems  themselves,  has  choosen  not  to  regulate  it.'' 

(9)  Throughout  this  part  of  the  argument  the  central 
proposition  is  that  of  the  absolute  necessity  for  some  agency 
by  which  uniformity  in  rates  may  be  brought  about,  and  a 
uniformity  not  only  in  the  case  of  merchandise  shipped  from 
the  same  point  to  the  same  terminus,  but  also  in  the  case  of 
merchandise  shipped  from,  or  to,  any  points  in  any  way 
competing.  So  long  as  competition  in  rates  exists  differ- 
ent men  and  different  places  will  necessarily  be  put  up, 
or  pulled  down,  enriched  or  ruined,  as  one  railroad  company 
may  think  it  to  be  [6S8]  for  its  interest  to  make  lower  rates 
than  another,  and  without  regard  to  comparative  skill,  in- 
dustry or  other  natural  advantages  which  furnish  the  true 
and  only  field  for  useful  competition.  Railway  transporta- 
tion is  a  public  fimction,  and  absolute  neutrality  in  relation 
to  the  multitudinous  competitions  of  life  is  an  essential  con- 
dition of  its  just  discharge.  This  neutrality  can  be  secured 
only  by  uniformity  in  rates.  If  this  is  not  secured  by  Gov- 
ernment it  must  be  brought  about  by  some  private  agency. 
It  cannot  be  secured  by  governmental  action,  because  the 
Government  has  committed  the  business  to  private  hands. 
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The  Interstate  CoBusaarce  law  had  this  uniformity  for  its 
prime  object;  and  went  to  the  limit  of  Congressional  power 
in  the  effort  to  accomplish  it  The  prime  object  of  the 
present  agreement  is  to  supplement  the  effort,  not  by  compul- 
sorily  restricting  competition,  but  by  taking  away  the  motives 
to  it  It  is  asked  whether  it  is  possible  to  raigard  an  organ- 
ization formed  to  effect  an  object  which  the  law  and  public 
policy  unite  in  viewing  as  essential,  but  which  Congress  can- 
not by  law  reach,  as  a  restraint  upon  trade!  It  is  beUeved 
that  when  this  single  subject  is  considered  in  all  its  various 
relations,  it  is,  of  itself  alone,  decisive  of  tbe  whole 
controversy. 

(10)  The  important  matter  of  the  classification  of  freii^t 
is  taken  up  and  considered,  and  it  is  shown  that  the  great  end 
of  uniformity  in  rates  cannot  be  attained  without  a  syslLeak  of 
classification;  that  classificaticm  ia  only  a  part,  although  a 
necessary  part,  of  rate  making;  .that  its  only  object  and  pur- 
pose is  to  make  uniformity  in  rates  possible ;  that  it  has  never 
been  attempted,  except  aa  part  of  an  effort  to  bring  about 
such  uniformity,  and  can  never  be  perfected,  or  even  pre- 
served, exa^pt  upon  the  condition  of  such  uniformity. 

(11)  The  general  usefulness  of  the  organization  formed  by 
the  association  is  dwelt  upon  by  calling  attention  to  the  mul- 
titude and  variety  of  subjects  upon  which  it  is  daily  engaged, 
and  especially  to  its  constant  occupation  with  the  question, 
how  any  particular  rates  which  may  happen  to  have  been 
established,  or  which  may  be  proposed  to  be  established,  affect 
different  places  and  different  merchants  or  manufacturers  en- 
[524]  gaged  in  the  same  business,  and  who  am  in  competi- 
tion with  each  other,  whether  they  may  be  a  few  miles  or 
hundreds  of  miles  apart  It  is  asserted  that  the  association 
becomes  the  practical  arbitrator  in  cases  where  the  Interstate 
Commerce  law  cannot  operate  between  competing  merdiants 
and  manufacturers,  and  between  competing  places,  as  to  what 
rates  even-handed  justice  to  all  requires;  that  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  case  and  the  interest  of  the  railroads  themselves, 
no  rules  can  be  adopted  for  decision  of  such  questions  except 
those  of  justice  and  equality,  and  that  it  is  practically  impos- 
sible that  it  should  be  made  a  medium  of  monopoly,  or  for  the 
exaction  of  anytiiing  more  than  reasonable  charges;  and  that 
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this  is  i^oyed  by  a  ref  eraooe  to  the  oouree  of  railroad  eharges 
during  the  whole  period,  embracing  many  years,  in  which 
such  agreements  have  existed,  the  fact  being  tliat  they  have 
continually  declined  from  the  rate  of  about  three  oents  a  ton 
or  mile  to  lees  than  one  cent  a  ton  or  mile,  a  rate  lower  than 
that  of  railway  transportation  in  any  other  quarter  of  the 
world. 

(12)  The  argument  then  refers  to  the  matters  of  fact 
which  were  involved  or  assumed  in  the  foregoing  discussion, 
and  justifies  whatever  assumptions  have  been  made  in  the  fol- 
lowing ways:  («)  Hiat,  by  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  they 
are  matters  which  must  necessarily  be  true,  because  they  are 
the  results  of  the  operation  of  the  familiar  and  well-known 
laws  relating  to  industrial  pursuits,  (b)  Because  they  have 
that  notoriety  which  requires  a  court  to  take  judicial  notice 
of  them,  (c)  Because  they  are  fully  established  by  aver- 
ments in  the  answer  admitted  by  the  appellant  in  setting 
down  the  cause  for  hearing  upon  bill  and  answer,  (d)  By 
the  declarations,  repeated  in  multiplied  forms,  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Gonunission,  the  great  public  agency  which 
has  such  supervision  and  control  over  the  business  of  railway 
transportation  as  Congress  can  assert.  Copious  extracts 
from  these  declarati<»is  are  set  forth. 

(18)  These  extracts  and  other  proofs  thus  referred  to  are 
again  declared  to  stamp  this  association  as  one  instance,  of 
which  industrial  life  furnishes  a  multitude,  where  industrial 
[585]  intorests  of  great  magnitude  are  subjected  to  private 
regulation,  and  for  the  reason  that  the  State  recognizes,  and 
always  has  recognized,  the  fact  that  such  regulation  is  far 
more  effective  oi^ter  a  large  range  of  subjects  than  any  which 
the  State  itself  could  devise  and  enforce.  This  statement  is 
confirmed  and  illustrated  by  reference  to  many  different  in- 
stances, (a)  To  the  multitudinous  associations  among  work- 
men and  employes  of  various  descriptions,  all  based  upon 
agreements  far  more  in  restraint  of  competition  than  any 
ccmtained  in  this  instrument,  (b)  Similar  unions  among 
the  employers  of  labor,  (c)  To  the  numerous  Commercial, 
Stock  and  Produce  Exchanges  and  Boards  of  Trade,  all  of 
whidi  prescribe  rates  of  commission  and  for  compensation 
for  various  services,  and  forbid  any  departure  from  them, 
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and  are  far  more  restrictive  of  competition  than  any  pro- 
vision in  the  agreement  in  question. 

(14)  The  question  is  submitted  whether  trade  is  in  any 
way  restrained  by  the  agreements  between  laborers  and  em- 
ploy^, or  those  between  the  employers  of  labor,  and  it  is 
answered  by  saying  that  the  final  and  general  results,  not- 
withstanding occasional  abuses,  are  greatly  to  increase  the 
efficiency  of  labor  and  the  amount  of  work  done,  and  to  ele- 
vate the  character  of  the  laboring  classes.  The  same  ques- 
tion is  asked  in  respect  to  (Commercial  Exchanges  and 
Boards  of  Trade,  whether  they  restrain  the  business  with 
which  they  are  conducted,  whether  there  is  less  buying  or 
selling  of  goods  in  consequence  of  commissions  or  other 
charges  being  fixed  at  particular  sums.  It  is  answered  by 
saying  that,  as  every  one  knows,  these  are  all  agencies  by 
which  the  number  and  magnitude  of  business  transactions 
is  enormously  increased. 

The  same  question  is  put  in  relation  to  the  operation  of 
the  present  agreement,  or  of  any  agreement  tending  to  se- 
cure uniformity  in  railroad  rates  and  the  stability,  certainty 
and  safety  of  railway  transportation;  and  it  is  asked 
whether,  in  consequence  of  such  agreements,  the  business  of 
railway  transportation  or  the  exchange  of  commodities  is  in 
any  particular  diminished,  and  whether  it  is  not^  on  the  con- 
trary, prodigiously  extended  and  enlarged. 

[626]  (15)  Under  general  subdivision  Y  the  conclusion 
to  which  the  foregoing  line  of  argument  leads  is  drawn  in 
these  words:  ^^That  the  agreement  which  this  action  seeks 
to  condemn  is  not  by  reason  of  any  restraint  effected  by  it 
upon  competition,  or  otherwise,  a  contract  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce,  but  is  on  the  contrary  highly  needful  to, 
and  promotive  of,  both." 

Its  necessity  to  beneficial  purposes,  as  thus  established,  is 
then  separately  pointed  out  by  way  of  summing  up :  (a)  Its 
necessity  to  stability  in  rates,  (b)  Its  necessity  to  uniform- 
ity in  rates  and  to  prevent  unjust  discrimination,  (c)  Its 
necessity  to  secure  the  general  benefits  of  harmonious  coop- 
eration in  classification  and  interchange  of  traffic,  (d)  Its 
necessity  as  a  supplement  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  act, 
and  in  order  to  make  the  objects  of  that  act  attainable,    (e) 
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Its  necessity  for  the  prevention  of  crime,  for  its  punishment 
when  committed,  and  for  the  prevention  of  perjury,  com- 
mitted  in  order  to  conceal  crime. 

VI.  If  the  Anti-Trust  act  is  interpreted  as  forbidding 
agreements,  such  as  the  one  under  discussion,  one  of  three 
alternatives  must  necessarily  follow.  (1)  That  all  railroad 
transportation  be  abandoned;  or,  (2)  The  consolidation  of 
all  competing  railroads  under  a  single  ownership,  either 
governmental  or  private;  or,  (3)  That  all  competing  rail- 
road business  must  be  carried  on  in  constant  and  daily  vio- 
lation of  criminal  law.  Of  these  alternatives  neither  the 
first  or  the  second  can  be  contemplated  as  possible.  Bail- 
road  transportation  cannot  be  abandoned,  and  no  govern- 
mental ownership  can,  under  present,  or  any  probably  near 
future  conditions,  be  brought  about  We  have  no  sovereign 
government  possessing  the  requisite  powers.  It  is  the  third 
alternative  which  must  follow. 

VII.  These  positions  are  fully  supported  by  the  weight  of 
authority. 

VIII.  The  agreement  is  in  no  manner  in  violation  of  the 
provisions  of  the  second  section  of  the  act  It  creates  no 
monopoly,  nor  is  it  an  attempt,  or  conspiracy  to  monopolize. 

IX.  In  the  attempt,  made  by  the  bill,  to  array  every  pos- 
sible objection  to  the  agreement,  there  is  an  evident  purpose 
to  [527]  suggest  that  its  eighth  article,  in  connection  with 
other  subsidiary  provisions,  constitutes  pooling,  and  there- 
fore is  a  violation  of  section  5  of  the  Interstate  C!ommerce 
act  There  is  no  foundation  for  such  a  charge.  The  agreer 
ment  in  no  manner  violates  any  provision  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  law. 

Mr.  E.  /.  Phdpa  for  the  New  York  Central  and  Hudson 
River  Railroad  Company,  appellee. 

I.  As  the  case  is  set  down  for  hearing  on  bill  and  answers, 
no  fact  alleged  in  the  bill  can  be  taken  as  true  if  denied  in  the 
answers,  and  every  fact  alleged  in  the  answers  must  be  taken 
to  be  true  if  responsive  to  the  bill.  The  facts  on  which  the 
case  stands  are  therefore  to  be  found  exclusively  in  the 
answers,  either  in  the  admissions  or  in  the  responsive  aver- 
ments which  they  contain. 
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n.  The  denials  in  the  answers  completely  negative  all  the 
charges  of  illegal  intent  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  which 
are  contaiaed  in  the  bill,  unless  they  are  found  to  result 
necessarily  from  the  terms  of  the  af^reement  itself. 

in.  Whether  the  agreement  by  its  terms  violates  the  Fed- 
eral law,  depends  entirely  on  the  inquiry  whether  it  conflicts 
with  any  statute  of  the  United  States.  The  bill  is  not  based 
upon  any  statute,  but  proceeds  apparently  upon  common  law 
grounds.  No  statute  is  referred  to,  or  charged  to  have  been 
violated. 

IV.  The  only  statutes  of  the  United  States  that  are  claimed 
to  be  infringed  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  are  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  act,  of  February  4, 1887,  amended  by  acts  of 
March  2,  1889,  February  10,  1891,  and  February  8,  1895, 
and  the  Anti-Trust  act  of  July  2,  1890. 

V.  The  agreement  violates  no  provision  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  act.  The  only  provision  in  that  act  that  is  claimed 
to  be  infringed,  is  contained  in  §  5,  which  prohibits  ^  pool- 
ing." ^'  Pooling  "  means  a  division  of  the  money  earnings  of 
traffic,  which  this  article  does  not  contemplate. 

VI.  Even  assuming  that  this  clause  in  the  agreement  can 
be  construed  into  a  violation  of  the  5tii  section  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  act,  this  suit  would  not  be  maintainable,  be- 
[698]  cause  it  is  unauthorized  by  that  act,  and  precluded 
by  its  express  provisions.  This  court  has  no  power  to  grant 
an  injunction,  either  interlocutory  or  upon  final  decree,  at 
the  suit  of  the  United  States  Government,  against  the  com- 
jnission  of  a  crime,  where  no  other  grounds  for  the  injunc- 
tion exist  except  that  the  act  sought  to  be  enjoined  is  an 
offence;  unless  such  power  is  specially  conferred  by  statute. 
No  such  power  is  grai^ted. 

Vn.  The  Anti-Trust  act  of  July  2,  1890,  does  not  apply 
to  the  business  of  railway  transportation.  It  will  be  claimed 
that  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of  the  Trana-MU" 
souri  Association,  166  U.  S.  290,  is  decisive  upon  this  point,  as 
well  as  upon  the  further  question  whether  the  agreement  here 
under  consideration  is  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Anti-Trust  act  It  will  be  found  on  comparison  that  very 
material  diffeienoss  exist  between  the  agreement  shown  in 
that  case,  and  the  case  that  is  presented  here.    So  that  the 
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(leciaon  there  is  by  no  means  contitdling  in  fhe  present  case. 
These  points  of  difference  are  clearly  pointed  out  in  the  brief 
of  Mr.  Edmunds,  and  need  not  be  restated.  But  we  conceive 
it  not  to  be  improper,  so  far  as  it  may  be  necessary,  re- 
spectfully to  ask  of  the  court  a  reconsideration  of  the  con- 
clusions reached  by  the  majority  of  the  judges  in  that  de- 
cision, which  oveniiles  the  judgment  of  six  United  States 
Circuit  and  District  Judges  who  sat  in  the  differ^it  stages 
of  thsit  case  and  this» 

The  argument  in  opposition  to  it  has  been  so  fully,  so 
clearly  and  so  forcibly  presented  in  the  dissenting  opinion  of 
Mr.  Justice  ^Vhite,  that  it  is  hardly  possible  to  add  to  it,  nor 
is  it  necessary  to  repeat  it 

VIII.  Assuming  for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  that 
the  Anti-Trust  law  does  apply  to  railway  traffic  contracts, 
no  provisiim  of  that  law  is  violated  by  the  agreement  now 
under  consideration. 

The  pn^bitions  of  the  act  are  two:  1.  Against  contracts, 
combinations  or  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce. 3.  The  mcmopoly  of,  or  the  attempt  or  combination 
to  monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  of  the 
States,  or  with  foreign  nations. 

[689]  The  agreement  in  this  case  is  not  ^^  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce."  The  theory  of  the  bill  appears  to  be 
that  the  agreement  comes  within  this  description,  because  it 
tends  to  restrict  competition,  and  because  any  agreement  that 
restrains  competition  is  **  in  restraint  of  trade."  Both  these 
assumptions  are  erroneous,  the  one  in  fact,  the  other  in  law. 
The  agreement  does  not  restrain  competition  to  any  such 
appredaMe  extmt  as  would  justify  an  injunction,  except  that 
c(»npetiti<»i  whidi  is  unlawful  because  it  is  secret. 

Assuming,  against  the  fact,  that  a  c^tain  restriction  of 
competition  is  the  necessary  result  of  this  agreement  if  it  is  al- 
lowed to  proceed,  it  plainly  appears  by  its  terms  to  be  only 
such  restriction  of  competition  as  is  necessary  to  secure  ^  just 
and  reasonable  rates." 

By  the  Interstate  Commerce  act  all  rates  are  required  to  be 
^reasonable  and  just"  Eyery  unjust  and  unreasonable 
diarge  it  made  unlawful.  Schedules  of  rates,  as  has  been 
pointed  out,  are  required  to  be  published  and  kept  open  to 
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public  inspection,  and  to  be  filed  with  the  Commissioners; 
and  not  to  be  changed  without  due  notice  to  the  public  and 
the  Commissioners.  Ample  remedies,  criminal  and  civil,  are 
provided  for  the  violation  of  these  requirements,  the  enforce- 
ment of  which  is  made  the  duty  of  the  Commissioners,  and 
the  companies  are  also  made  subject  to  the  state  laws  regulat- 
ing rates. 

The  precise  question,  therefore,  under  this  clause  of  the 
Anti-Trust  act,  is  whether  a  contract  that  produces  a  result 
which  the  Interstate  Commerce  act  in  terms  authorizes  and 
provides  for,  and  helps  to  repress  a  practice  which  that  act 
forbids,  is  for  that  reason  a  contract  for  the  unlawful  re- 
straint of  trade.  Or,  in  other  words,  whether  it  can  be  made 
unlawful  by  a  forced  construction  of  the  general  provisions 
of  one  statute  of  the  United  States,  for  a  carrier  company  to 
provide  by  a  traffic  contract  for  the  maintenance  of  those 
^^just  and  reasonable  rates''  which  another  statute  of  the 
United  States  not  only  authorizes,  but  creates  elaborate  means 
for  making  permanent,  and  for  preventing  the  secret  changes 
of  rates  which  the  Interstate  Conmxerce  act  prohibits. 

It  is  the  statutes  themselves  that  have  prescribed  a  defini- 
[530]  tion  of  this  clause  of  the  Anti-Trust  act,  so  far  as  it 
applies  to  railway  traffic  contracts,  if  it  is  held  to  apply  to 
them  at  all,  whatever  its  meaning  as  to  other  oontncts 
maybe. 

That  the  just  and  reasonable  rates  of  transportation  whidi 
the  Interstate  Commerce  act  contemplates  and  provides  for, 
are  rates  that  are  just  and  reasonable  to  the  carriers  as  well 
as  to  the  carried,  cannot  be  open  to  doubt  The  very  words 
^^  just  and  reasonable  "  employed  in  that  act,  necessarily  im- 
ply that  meaning.  They  are  words  of  comparison  and  rela* 
tion,  and  unless  the  rights  of  both  parties  to  a  contract  are 
considered,  there  can  be  no  comparison.  It  would  be  pre- 
posterous to  call  a  price  just  and  reasonable,  that  was  not  so 
to  one  side  as  well  as  to  the  other.  This  is  the  construction 
which  this  court  have  given  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  act 
in  this  very  particular. 

The  validity  of  the  agreement  here  in  question  must  be 
determined,  therefore,  not  merely  upon  the  language  of  the 
Anti-Trust  act  taken  by  itself,  but  by  that  language  consid- 
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ered  in  connection  with  the  other  statute  of  the  United  States 
which  (if  this  applies)  is  in  pari  materia^  SLud  which  deals 
with  the  subject  so  much  more  exhaustively,  and  in  words  so 
plain  that  there  can  be  no  ambiguity  raised  in  respect  to  them. 
Granting  that  the  Anti-Trust  act  in  terms  makes  all  contracts 
unlawful  that  are  in  anywise  "  in  restriction  of  trade,"  how- 
ever reasonable  and  necessary  they  may  be,  is  that  to  be 
understood  to  invalidate  a  railway  contract  made  to  secure 
that,  and  only  that,  which  the  Interstate  Ck)mmerce  act  as 
construed  by  this  court  recognizes  as  the  right  .of  railway 
companies  to  receive,  and  provides  means  to  secure?  It  will 
hardly  be  claimed  that  the  elaborate  provisions  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  act  on  the  subject  of  reasonable  rates  are 
repealed  by  the  Anti-Trust  act  If  both  are  to  stand,  as 
applicable  to  this  case,  they  must  be  read  together,  the  same 
as  if  their  provisions  were  contained  (so  far  as  they  refer  to 
the  same  subject)  in  separate  sections  of  the  same  act. 

Quite  aside  from  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
act,  giving  to  the  companies  the  right  to  just  and  reasonable 
rates,  and  to  use  proper  means  to  maintain  them,  the  same 
[631]  result  is  reached  under  the  principles  of  the  common 
law.  The  term  "  restraint  of  trade  "  employed  in  the  Ahti- 
Trust  statute  has  a  common  law  definition.  And  as  the  act 
furnishes  no  other,  that,  upon  the  general  rules  of  construc- 
tion, must  be  taken  to  be  intended.  To  make  the  agreement 
an  infringement  of  this  statute,  it  must,  therefore,  be  one  that 
would  be  void  at  common  law.  It  is  respectfully  submitted 
on  this  point  that  in  the  construction  of  statutes  the  rule  is 
absolutely  without  exception,  that  where  a  word  or  phrase 
employed  has  a  well-settled  common  law  definition  distinct 
fnun  its  literal  meaning,  that  is  assumed  to  be  the  meaning 
intended,  unless  a  different  definition  is  prescribed  in  the 
statute.  Even  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  a  polit- 
ical document  of  an  entirely  unique  character,  has  been  from 
the  outset  subjected  by  this  court  to  this  rule  of  construction. 

Even  if  it  should  be  held  that  the  language  of  the  Anti- 
Trust  act  forbids  any  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  how- 
ever just,  reasonable  and  necessary,  the  agreement  here  in 
question  would  not  fall  within  the  prohibition,  because  it  does 
10870*— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 57 
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not  tend  to  restrain  trade  or  commerce,  but  rather  to  pro- 
mote them. 

A  restraint  upon  excessive  and  unwholesome  competition  is 
not  a  restraint  upon  trade,  but  is  necessary  to  its  mainte- 
nance. 

The  view  is  so  fully  presented  and  discussed  in  the  brief 
of  Messrs.  Carter  and  Ledyard,  that  further  argument  in 
support  of  it  is  not  requisite. 

There  is  no  ground  whatever  for  asserting  that  the  agree- 
ment infringes  the  provision  of  the  Anti-Trust  act  against 
monopolies. 

The  definition  of  the  word  "  monopoly,"  both  in  its  legal 
and  its  ordinary  signification,  is  the  concentration  of  a  busi- 
ness or  employment  in  the  hands  of  one,  or  at  most,  of  a  few: 
That  is  the  plain  meaning  of  it  as  employed  in  the  act  No 
feature  of  the  agreement,  in  any  view  that  can  be  taken  of  it, 
approaches  this  definition. 

So  far  from  tending  toward  the  concentration  of  railroad 
transportation  in  fewer  hands,  it  does  not  in  any  possible 
event  withdraw  it  from  a  single  road  now  in  existence,  nor 
throw  the  least  obstacle  in  the  way  of  the  construction  of 
others. 

[632]  Its  effect  will  be,  if  it  is  successful,  not  to  diminish, 
but  to  increase  transportation  facilities,  by  preserving  roads 
that  might  otherwise  be  driven  from  the  field. 

IX.  If  the  construction  of  the  Anti-Trust  act  which  was 
adopted  by  the  court  in  the  Trans-Missouri  case  is  to  stand, 
it  is  respectfully  insisted  that  the  act,  so  far  as  thus  interpre- 
ted and  applied,  is  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  since  it  deprives  the  defend- 
ants in  error  of  their  liberty  and  their  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  and  deprives  them  likewise  of  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws. 

This  point  was  not  made  on  the  argument  of  the  Trans- 
Missouri  case^  because  no  such  construction  of  the  act  was 
anticipated  by  counsel.  Nor  was  it  considered  by  the  court, 
since  it  is  an  unvarying  rule  that  no  objection  to  the  constitu- 
tionality of  a  law  will  be  considered,  unless  raised  by  the 
party  affected. 
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The  question  thus  presented  is  not  whether  the  act  in  gen- 
eral, or  in  its  application  to  the  many  other  cases  to  which  it 
is  obviously  addressed,  is  unconstitutional,  but  whether  the 
agreement  here  under  consideration  is  one  that  may  be  pro- 
hibited by  legislation,  without  infringing  the  freedom  of  con- 
tract and  the  right  of  property,  which  the  Constitution  de- 
clares and  protects. 

In  the  Trana-Missawri  oase^  where  the  contract  under  con- 
sideration was  similar  to  the  one  here  in  controversy,  though 
far  more  open  to  the  objections  here  urged,  it  was  conceded, 
both  in  the  majority  and  the  minority  opinions  of  the  court, 
that  its  substantive  character  and  purpose  were  such  as  the 
answers  in  the  case  aver  and  set  forth.  It  was  for  this  rea- 
son believed  by  the  minority  of  the  judges  that  it  could  not 
have  been  the  intention  of  Congress  that  such  a  contract 
should  be  made  a  penal  offence.  But  it  was  held  by  the 
majority  that  the  language  of  the  act  admitted  of  no  other 
construction.  Though  it  was  conceded  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  that  the  arguments  against  that  conclusion  ^  bear  with 
much  force  upon  the  policy  of  an  act  which  should  prevent  a 
general  agreement  of  rates  among  competing  railroad  com- 
panies, to  the  extent  simply  [588]  of  maintaining  those  rates 
which  were  reasonable  and  fair."  And  in  the  opinion  of  the 
minority  of  the  court  by  Mr.  Justice  White,  he  remarks,  after 
stating  the  general  features  of  the  contract,  ^  I  content  my- 
self with  giving  this  mere  outline  of  the  contract,  and  do  not 
stop  to  demonstrate  that  its  provisions  are  reasonable,  since 
the  opinion  of  the  court  rests  upon  that  hypothesis." 

The  accuracy  of  the  statement  we  have  made  above,  of  the 
legal  effect  upon  this  case  of  the  Anti-Trust  act,  as  so  con- 
strued, is  thus  both  established  and  conceded,  and  the  ques- 
tion distinctiy  arises,  whether  legislation  having  sudi  a  re- 
sult is  within  the  power  of  Congress. 

That  the  operation  of  the  act  as  thus  interpreted  does  in 
fact,  by  prohibiting  the  contract  here  in  question,  deprive  the 
defendants  (whether  rightfully  or  not)  of  both  liberty  and 
property  to  a  very  grave  and  perhaps  ruinous  extent,  is  not 
open  to  question.  A  just  freedom  of  contract  in  lawful  busi- 
ness is  one  of  the  most  important  rights  reserved  to  the  citi- 
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son  undtf  the  gBneFai  tenn  of  ^  Uberty,"  for  all  faumm  in- 
dustry depends  upon  such  freedom  for  its  fair  reward. 

The  use  of  property  is  an  easantial  part  of  it,  and  when 
abridged  the  property  itself  is  tafaen.  Its  use  is  aimdged 
when  the  owner  is  precluded  from  any  contract  that  is  neces- 
sary or  desirable  in  order  to  secure  to  him  a  just  compensa- 
tion for  its  employment  And  when  any  drnss  in  the  commu- 
nity is  so  precluded,  it  is  to  that  ext^it  ^^  deprived  of  the  eqnal 
protection  of  the  lawa''  These  are  elementary  proposition? 
in  constitutional  law,  and  have  beea  often  assarted  by  this 
court 

In  recapitulation  of  the  points  dbove  preoented  up<m  tiie 
question  of  the  constitutionality  of  die  Anti-Thrust  act,  if  it 
is  held  applicable  to  the  agreement  in  this  case,  we  respect- 
fully insist:  (1)  That  the  act  deprives  the  defendants  of 
both  liberty  and  property,  by  forbidding  a  contract  just  and 
reasonaUe  in  itself,  essential  to  the  use  of  their  property  and 
the  prosecution  of  their  business,  and  never  before  hdd  or 
claimed  to  be  unlawful  or  wrong,  and  l^  whidi  they  only 
agree  to  do  what  they  have  a  right  to  do.  That  no  such 
contract  can  be  prohibited  by  law  without  a  violaticm  of  the 
[6S4]  constitutional  provision,  whatever  advantage  to  the 
public  in  keeping  down  rates  of  transportation  may  be  ex- 
pected to  result  from  it.  And  that  in  attemptii^  sudi  a 
prohibition,  the  case  contemplated  by  the  Constitution  is  dis- 
tinctly presented,  in  which  the  legislature  deems  that  a  public 
benefit  is  to  be  effected  by  depriving  the  citizen  of  his  liberty 
or  property  without  due  process  of  law. 

(2)  That  even  if  such  a  deprivation  could  be  justified  in 
any  case,  the  public  good  in  this  case  does  not  in  any  senbe 
require  it,  because  (a)  Those  intended  to  be  benefited  are  not 
the  public,  but  only  one  class  of  the  public  who  are  seeking  a 
business  advantage  over  another  and  mudi  larger  class, 
whidi  is  equally  entitled  to  protection.  (6)  Even  if  such 
class  is  held  to  constitute  tiie  public,  it  is  not  entitled  to  the 
suppression  of  all  restriction  upon  competition.  Because 
such  a  suppression  would  be  a  plain  and  oppressive  violation 
of  Hie  equal  rights  of  the  other  class,  inasmuch  as  it  would 
compel  the  latter  to  serve  the  former  by  labor  and  property 
without  just  compensation,     (c)  The  legislation  in  question 
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is  not  neeessary,  even  if  it  is  admissible.  The  complete  sup- 
pression of  all  the  restriction  upon  competiticm  to  which  the 
pobUc  has  a  right  to  dbject,  is  already  effectually  provided 
for  by  full  and  careful  Congressional  legislation,  in  which 
no  defect  or  insufBciency  can  be  pointed  out;  so  that  the  fur- 
ther suppression  now  proposed  only  extends  to  those  re- 
strictions, just  and  reasonable  in  themselves,  to  which  the 
public  have  not  a  right  to  object  And  even  without  that 
or  any  legislation,  it  would  be  utterly  impossible  imder  exist- 
ing facts,  notorious  and  imdisputed,  for  railway  companies 
to  restrict  competition  to  a  degree  that  would  result  in  any 
iujury  to  the  public,  (d)  That  if  all  restrictions  upon  com- 
petition were  prohibited,  the  result,  instead  of  a  public  ad- 
vantage, would  be  a  public  calamity,  and  would  injure  rather 
than  benefit  the  very  class  in  whose  behalf  it  is  contended  for. 
(8)  That  even  if  it  were  admitted  that  further  legislation 
against  restrictions  upon  competition  was  both  constitutional 
and  necessary,  the  provisions  of  this  act,  in  forbidding  all 
sudi  restrictions,  are  not  justly  adapted  to  the  only  end  that 
is  [585]  admissible  on  public  policy.  If  this  one  is  of  that 
character  it  must  fail,  but  if  not,  it  cannot  be  made  unlawful 
because  it  is  unnecessary.  Few  special  contracts  would  be 
necessary  if  all  parties  concerned  in  the  transactions  to  which 
they  refer  would  always  do  right 

Mr.  ffeorge  F.  Edmunds  for  the  Penn^lvania  Bailroad 
Company,  appellee. 

Before  the  agreement  in  question  was  made,  the  rates  of 
each  road  had  been  independently  and  fairly  established  by 
itself,  and  duly  filed  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion; and  these  rates  were  in  truth  just,  reasonable,  and  in 
conformity  with  law  in  every  respect,  and  were  in  full  opera- 
tion. 

This  is  admitted  by  pleadings. 

This  being  true,  these  rates  could  not  have  been  either 
raised  or  lowered,  imder  then  existing  conditions,  without  in- 
justice to  patrons  or  else  injustice  to  those  interested  in  the 
roads,  including  the  people  along  their  lines,  as  well  as 
through  shippers. 

To  have  changed  any  of  them  would  have  been  against 
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justice  and  reason,  disobeying  the  first  oommandment  of  the 
conunerce  law. 

In  this  state  of  things  the  agreement  was  made.  The  pfre- 
amble  contains  five  distinct  declarations,  as  follows: 

(1)  To  aid  in  fulfilling  the  purposes  of  the* Interstate 
Commerce  act;  to  cooperate 

(2)  with  each  other  and  adjacent  transportation  associa- 
tions to  establish  and  maintain 

(3)  reasonable  and  just  rates,  fares,  rules  and  regulations 
on  state  and  interstate  traffic;  to 

(4)  prevent  unjust  discrimination,  and  to  secure  the  reduc- 
tion and  concentration  of  agencies 

(5)  and  the  introduction  of  economies  in  the  conduct  of 
the  freight  and  passenger  service. 

Every  one  of  these  declarations  is  admitted  to  have  been 
true  in  all  respects;  and  it  is  admitted  that  there  was  no 
other  [586]  purpose,  and  no  secret  or  covert  design  in  re- 
spect of  the  subject  The  preamble  thus  became,  certainly 
as  between  the  parties  to  it,  the  constitutional  guide  in  the 
interpretation  of  the  body  of  the  contract. 

The  parties  next  declare  that  they  '^  make  this  agreement 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  objects  above  named." 

The  first  six  articles  of  the  contract  provide  for  organiza- 
tion and  administration,  in  respect  of  which  no  oriticism  has 
been  suggested,  except  as  to  section  5  of  Article  Y  in  con- 
nection with  the  Solicitor  General's  contention  in  regard  to 
Article  VII. 

Article  YII  is  the  first  one  that  is  assailed  in  respect  of  its 
fundamental  character.  It  is  the  fundamental  one  in  regard 
to  rates.  If  it  violates  law,  it  is  bad,  and  must  not  be  put  in 
execution.  If  it  provides  for  the  fullest  obedience  to  law 
and  promotes  trade,  it  must  be  upheld. 

The  first  section  provides: 

**  SKcnoN  1.  The  duly  published  schedules  of  rates,  fares  and 
charges  and  the  rules  applicable  thereto  now  in  force  and  authorised 
by  the  companies  parties  hereto  upon  the  traffic  covered  by  this 
agreement  (and  filed  with  the  Interstate  Ck>mmerce  Oommisslon  as  to 
such  of  said  traffic  as  is  interstate)  are  hereby  reaffirmed  by  the  com- 
panies composing  the  association,  and  the  companies  parties  hereto 
shall,  within  ten  days  after  this  agreement  becomes  effective,  file  with 
the  managers  copies  of  all  such  schedulea  of  rates^  fares  and  chaises^ 
and  the  rules  appUcable  thereto.** 
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This  section  is  the  immediate  and  affirmatiye  act  of  the 
association.  Its  essence  is  that  all  parties  agree  to  abide  by 
the  preexisting  just,  reasonable  and  lawful  rates  then  on 
file  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  It  has  not 
been  contended  by  the  learned  Solicitor  General  that  this 
section  is  contrary  to  law.  It  is  submitted  with  confidence 
that  no  such  contention  can  be  made,  and  that  if  the  associa- 
tion agreement  had  stopped  there,  the  agreement  would  have 
been  simply  one  to  stand  by  just  and  reasonable  rates  inde- 
pendently fixed,  on  file  witix  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission, which  would  be  agreeing  to  do  the  very  thing  that 
the  plain  [637]  words  of  the  statute  commanded  should  be 
done.  The  commerce  law  does  not  demand  competition;  it 
only  demands  justice,  reason  and  equality.  Eveiy  one  of 
its  clauses  is  devoted  directly  to  these  ends;  and  the  com- 
petition that  produces  departure  from  the  reason  and  justice 
and  equality  that  the  act  requires  violates  the  essential 
principle  upon  which  it  is  founded. 

I  take  it  to  be  plain  that  if  these  thirty-one  defendants  had 
united  in  an  engagement  to  truly  and  faithfully  adhere  to 
and  carry  out  in  their  respective  conduct  all  the  requirements 
of  the  commerce  law,  and  had  agreed  to  the  imposition  of 
penalties  for  infraction,  it  would  be  manifest  that  they  had 
not  contracted  to  restrain  trade,  either  in  a  general  or  a  par- 
tial sense,  or  any  sense  whatever.  In  the  instance  of  this 
first  provision  of  the  agreement,  they  have  engaged  to  do 
that  very  thing  and  that  very  thing  only  in  the  form  of 
specific  language  referring  to  a  specific  and  existing  just, 
reasonable  and  lawful  state  of  things  which  they  were  then 
acting  upon. 

The  second  section  of  Article  VII  is  the  one  upon  which 
the  principal  assault  of  my  learned  brother  on  the  other  side 
is  made.  He  maintains  that  the  language  used  in  describing 
the  powers  and  duties  of  the  managers  is  intended  to  be 
evasive  and  to  conceal  its  real  purpose,  and  to  make  the 
managers  the  absolute  masters,  subject  to  an  appeal  to  the 
board  of  control  (being  the  presidents  of  all  the  roads),  of 
the  changing  and  fixing  of  future  rates.  The  first  answer 
to  this  is  that  the  pleadings  distinctly  admit  that  there  was 
no  evasive  intention,  or  other  unjust  purpose,  in  any  part 
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of  the  arrangement.    It  is,  therefore,  not  just  to  maintain 
what  the  record  admits  to  be  mitrue. 

But  whatever  construction  or  implication  may  exist  in 
respect  of  the  language  of  this  section,  it  is  sufficient  to 
say  that  the  very  next  section  of  the  same  article  declares 
that — 

"The  powers  conferred  upon  the  managers  shaU  be  so  construed 
and  exercised  as  not  to  permit  violation  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
act,  or  any  other  law  applicable  to  the  premises,  or  any  provision  of 
the  charters  or  the  laws  applicable  to  any  of  the  companies  parties 
hereto,  and  the  managers  shall  co-  [588]  operate  with  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  to  secure  stability  and  uniformity  in  the  rates, 
fares,  charges  and  rules  established  hereunder." 

Here  is,  in  words  as  clear  and  specific  as  the  English  lan- 
guage is  capable  of,  a  distinct  jurisdictional  limitation  upon 
the  powers  of  the  managers,. as  described  in  the  preceding 
section,  and  in  terms  the  clause  provides  that  the  powers 
conferred  upon  the  managers  shall  be  so  construed  and  exer- 
cised as  not  to  permit  the  violation  of  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce act,  or  any  other  law,  and  so  forth;  and  it  commands 
the  managers  to  cooperate  to  these  ends  with  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission. 

When  the  managers  come  to  act,  then,  under  these  powers, 
how  do  they  start?  They  start  with  a  system  of  rates  estab- 
lished, not  by  the  agreement,  but  before  it  was  made,  and 
confirmed  by  the  agreement,  which  were  confessedly  in  con- 
formity witli  and  in  promotion  of  the  Commerce  ax^  and 
which  were  absolutely  just  and  reasonable.  The  managers 
are  to  have  authority  to  recommend  such  changes  in  those 
rates  and  fares  as,  by  the  very  words  of  the  second  section, 
may  be  reasonable  and  just  and  necessary  for  governing  the 
traffic  and  protecting  the  interests  of  the  parties.  Beason- 
ableness  and  justice  is  the  first  and  fundamental  condition 
of  their  starting  to  act  at  all,  and  it  is  declared  that  they 
shall  not  act  otherwise  than  in  conformity  with  the  require- 
ments I  have  already  mentioned  contained  in  the  Commerce 
act  Can  this  be  an  authority  to  restrain  trade  under  any 
definition  of  the  word  "restraint"?  The  only  restraint  is 
a  restraint  against  a  violation  of  law  by  the  managers  in 
agreeing  upon  unreasonable  and  unjust  rates  against  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Commerce  act.    If  we  aesome  that  the 
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restraint  of  trade  mentioned  in  the  Trust  act  may  be  a 
restraint  of  innocent  and  just  proceeding,  can  any  one  main- 
tain that  it  makes  illegal  an  agreement  not  to  violate  law, 
but  to  obey  it? 

It  was  obvious  when  this  agreement  was  made  that  rates 
then  existing  and  being  in  all  particulars  reasonable  and 
equal,  might,  in  the  course  of  changes  in  production,  trade, 
and  under  other  conditions  over  which  the  railways  could 
have  no  control,  [689]  become  unjust,  unreasonable  and  in- 
applicable to  the  new  conditions,  and  that  in  such  case  both 
public  and  private  interests  would  require  that  readjust- 
ments should  be  made  in  order  to  bring  the  rates  into  con- 
formity with  what  reason,  justice  and  law  should  require 
under  such  conditions.  It  was  to  provide  for  this  that  sec- 
tions 2  and  3  of  the  seventh  article  were  inserted.  As  I 
have  said,  they  were  inserted  in  such  clear  language  that  it 
would  be  impossible  for  the  managers  to  agree  upon  any 
rates  in  lieu  of  the  just  one  then  existing,  that  were  not, 
in  the  same  sense  and  to  the  same  eirtent,  just,  reasonable 
and  for  the  public  interest,  as  those  then  existing.  The 
managers  must  act  in  that  way  and  to  that  end,  or  else  they 
were  forbidden  by  the  very  terms  of  the  agreement  to  act 
at  alL 

If  the  managers,  contrary  to  their  authority,  should  have 
agreed  upon  a  new  rate  which  any  one  of  the  independent 
roads  thought  to  be  wrong  in  itself  as  being  unreasonable  and 
not  in  conformity  with  the  requirements  of  the  article  and  of 
law,  that  company,  or  any  number  of  companies  affected, 
could  lawfully  and  justly  (as  would  be  its  bounden  duty)  re- 
fuse to  conform  to  the  rate  of  the  managers.  But  it  is  asked, 
would  not  the  road  thus  refusing  be  subjected  to  the  fines  and 
forfeitures  provided  in  another  part  of  the  agreement,  and 
would  not  it  be  turned  out  of  the  association?  I  answer  em- 
phatically, no.  If  any  such  thing  were  attempted  under  the 
circumstances  named,  the  company  could  defend  itself  in  a 
court  of  justice  against  any  such  wrongful  exaction,  and  could 
compel  the  managers  and  its  associate  roads  to  obey  the  con- 
tract, and  to  give  it  its  just  equality  of  treatment  that  it  was 
before  entitled  ta  The  Commerce  act  itself  in  terms  requires 
the  same  reasonable  and  just  conduct  by  railways  towards 
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each  other  as  it  does  in  their  treatment  of  their  cust(»ners  and 
tbe  public.  I  most  earnestly  maintain,  therefore,  that  the 
whole  and  every  part  of  Article  VII  is  perfectly  valid  under 
any  possible  construction  of  the  language  of  the  Trust  act,  as 
wcJl  as  in  perfect  conformity  with  and  in  aid  of  the  Com- 
merce act* 

I  may  as  well  here  compare  the  provisicms  of  Article  VII, 
which  contains  the  great  leading  feature  of  the  whole  agree- 
[640]  ment,  with  the  agreement  in  the  Trans-Missouri  case. 
The  difference  is  broad  and  fundamental.  In  this  case,  as  I 
have  shown,  the  rates  agreed  to  be  adhered  to  in  the  first  sec- 
tion of  Article  VII  had  already  been  independently  estab- 
lished, were,  in  fact,  reasonable  and  just,  were  on  file  and 
inferentially  approved  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion, and  they  had  been  assailed  by  nobody,  and  the  whole 
trade  of  the  country  affected  was  proceeding  under  them  with 
advantage  to  the  shippers,  to  the  people  along  the  lines  of  the 
roads,  to  the  railways  themselves,  and  to  the  general  interests 
of  the  country.  It  was  an  engagement  to  stand  by  that  state 
of  things  and  for  the  express  purpose  of  continuing  that 
happy  state  of  things — exactly  those  that  the  law  requires — 
that  this  engagement  was  made.  Turn  now  to  the  Trans- 
Missouri  agreement  on  the  same  part  of  the  subject  That 
agreement  did  not  propose  or  profess  to  stand  by  any  then 
existing  rates,  it  did  not  indicate  that  the  rates  then  existing 
were  just  or  reasonable,  but  it  proposed  to  put  into  the  hands 
of  its  managers  the  power  to  establish  de  novo  reasonable 
rates,  etc ;  and,  in  the  very  words  of  the  agreement,  for  the 
purpose  of  mutual  protection,  and  for  nothing  else. 

The  Trans-Missouri  agreement  imposed  no  restriction  upon 
the  discretion  of  its  rate-making  board ;  it  did  not  impose  and 
did  not,  evidently,  intend  to  impose  the  distinct  barriers  of  the 
law  between  the  powers  of  its  rate  board  and  the  people  and 
any  one  of  the  roads  concerned.  It  did  not  profess  to  look  to 
any  other  interest  than  the  exclusive  interest  of  the  parties 
themselves;  and  it  will  be  seen,  on  a  careful  study  of  it,  that 
it  was  construed  and  constructed  for  the  sole  purpose  of  keep- 
ing up  and  increasing  rates,  instead  of  for  the  purpose  (as  in 
the  Joint  Traffic  agreement)  of  keeping  them  just  and  in  con- 
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f ormity  with  law,  whether  by  reduction,  increase  or  other  re- 
adjustments 

Other  essential  differences  are  stated  in  my  brief  which  I 
need  not  take  the  time  of  the  court  to  enlarge  upon. 

These  differences  are  illustrated  by  what  the  pleadings  in 
the  two  cases  show.  In  our  case,  the  practical  operation  of 
the  agreement  has  been  to  continue  the  same  competition  that 
[541]  existed  before.  This  is  admitted.  It  has  been  to  con- 
tinue the  same  just  and  reasonable  rates  previously  estab- 
lished, and  to  give  a  cooperative  and  advantageous  service 
upon  equal  terms  to  everybody  and  of  equal  benefit  to  the 
whole  public.  The  bill  in  the  Trans-Missauri  case  alleged — 
there  being,  it  will  be  remembered,  no  previously  established 
rates  that  were  agreed  upon — ^that  the  parties  had  refused  to 
establish  and  give  their  customers  just  rates.  The  answer 
did  not  meet  the  charge,  but  evaded  it  in  the  manner  that  the 
court  will  see  stated  in  my  brief.  The  practical  construction 
by  parties  to  contracts  in  their  operations  under  them  has 
always  been  considered  an  important  element  in  determining 
the  true  character  and  meaning  of  the  contract.  What  I 
have  now  stated  shows  the  operating  difference  between  the 
two  contracts. 

The  next  principal  contention  of  my  learned  brother  is  that 
Article  VIII  of  tiie  agreement  violates  the  Trust  act  by  re- 
straining trade. 

The  words  of  the  article  are  as  follows: 

•*ABTICIJ!  VIII. 
^PBOPOBTIONS  or  COMFETlTlva  TRAXTia 

^  The  Managers  are  charged  with  the  duty  of  securing  to  each  com- 
pany party  hereto  equitable  proportions  of  the  competitive  traffic 
covered  by  this  agreement  so  far  as  can  be  legally  done.*' 

This  article  provides  that  the  managers  shall  endeavor  so 
far,  and  so  far  only,  as  obedience  to  law — ^that  is  to  say, 
conformity  with  the  Commerce  act  and  conformity  with  the 
Trust  act — ^would  permit,  to  secure  equitable  proportions  of 
the  competitive  traffic  to  each  one  of  the  companies.  It  is  a 
sufficient  answer  to  my  brother's  contention  to  say  that  the 
very  terms  of  the  article  do  not  require  or  invite  or  allow  the 
managers  to  act  under  it  at  all  otherwise  than  as  the  law  shall 
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permit.  If,  tlierefore,  tbe  Trust  act  condemns  the  effort  re- 
ferred to,  then  not  to  make  the  effort  If  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce act,  either  in  terms  or  spirit,  is  adverse  to  such  an  effort 
the  managers  are  not  authorized  to  take  a  step.  Does  it  vio- 
late the  law  to  merely  authorize  an  agent  to  do  something  in 
[643]  the  course  of  business  so  far,  and  so  far  only,  as  the  law 
will  permit? 

But  I  contend  that  it  was  in  conformity  with  law  that  each 
company  should  have  an  equitable  proportion  of  the  traffic. 
What  does  equitable  mean  ?  It  means  that  which  right  and 
justice  and  the  public  interest  require.  What  did  justice  and 
public  policy  require!  And  what  does  it  still  require  in 
respect  of  the  nine  great  lines  connecting  the  western  lakes 
and  the  valley  of  the  Mississippi  and  the  whole  continent 
beyond  with  the  Atlantic  seaboard?  Was  it  not  just  and 
necessary  to  public  interest  that  each  one  of  these  roads,  pass- 
ing through  great  extents  of  country,  and  having  along  than 
populations  and  interests  to  whose  welfare  the  existence  of 
each  one  of  these  roads  was  necessary,  should  be  considered 
with  reference  to  the  through  traffic  which  should  come  from 
beyond?  The  question  answers  itself.  It  is  obvious,  then, 
that  just  so  far  as  each  road  should  be  enabled  to  carry  the 
through  traffic  that  naturally  belonged  to  it,  by  just  so  far 
the  people  along  the  whole  length  of  its  line  would  be  bene- 
fited by  increasing  the  income  of  the  line  and  thereby  con- 
tributing to  its  support  and  to  its  ability  to  make  lower 
rates  to  all  its  people  from  one  end  of  the  line  to  the  other. 
This  provision  of  the  eighth  article  then,  I  submit,  was 
wholesome,  lawful  and  necessary,  and  it  was  the  very  thing 
that  one  of  the  clauses  in  the  Commerce  act  and  the  spirit  of 
all  its  provisions  required. 

I  may  be  allowed  to  say  a  word  in  respect  of  the  objection 
that  no  one  of  the  roads  could  change  its  rates  without  giving 
thirty  days'  notice,  and  therefore  that  this  was  a  restraint  of 
trade,  in  one  sense  or  another.  It  will  be  seen  on  examining 
the  agreement  that  each  road  had  the  absolute  right,  under 
the  agreement  and  pursuant  to  its  provisions,  to  change  its 
own  rates,  and  still  continue  a  member  of  the  association. 
Tbis  being  so,  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  contend  that  any 
part  of  the  agreement  was  any  sort  of  restraint,  unless  it  can 
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be  established  that  the  thirty  days'  notice  was  too  long.  It 
is  a  matter  of  history  that  whea  the  Coouneroe  act  was  passed 
there  was  inserted  in  it  the  requirement  that  no  rate  should 
be  raised  except  on  ten  days'  notice,  and  none  should  [543]  be 
lowered  except  on  three  days'  notice,  publicly  displayed* 
What  was  the  principle  of  this  t  It  was  that  justice  and  fair 
play  to  customers  and  to  the  public  and  to  all  persons 
directly  or  indirectly  interested  in  transportation  required 
that  sufficient  and  timely  knowledge  of  changes  in  rates 
which,  as  we  know,  affect  in  a  greater  or  less  degree  all  com- 
mercial and  productive  transactions,  should  be  had  by  every 
person  and  community  interested.  I  suppose  I  may  prop- 
erly state  it  as  a  public  fact,  now  known  to  everybody  engaged 
in  business,  that  the  time  fixed  in  the  Commerce  act  for  notice 
was  much  too  short,  and  that  unjust  inequalities  have  arisen, 
again  and  again,  from  changes  in  rates  by  particular  roads 
on  such  short  notice  that  favored  customers  and  favored 
localities,  etc.,  would  gat  advantages  over  others,  in  violaticA 
of  the  spirit  and  substance  of  the  Commerce  act  It  was  for 
the  purpose,  then,  and  with  the  effect  of  producii^  the  widest 
fair  play  and  equality  among  all  persons,  all  roads  and  all 
communities,  that  this  period  of  thirty  days  instead  of  ten 
was  agreed  upon.  It  was  obviously  right,  and  being  ri^^t,  it 
should  not  be  condemned,  unless  the  rigor  of  a  law  that  can- 
not be  otherwise  construed  and  applied  compels  it« 

I  submit  with  sincere  confidence,  as  it  regards  the  provision 
I  have  just  spoken  of,  as  well  as  it  regards  all  the  other  pro- 
visions of  the  contract,  that,  instead  of  being  even  a  partial 
restraint  of  trade,  they  are  all  provisions  of  constraint  in  sup- 
port of  and  in  promotion  of  trade.  Trade  is  a  general  word, 
and  its  operations,  like  all  other  opwations  that  require  co- 
operating and  associating  forces  and  arrangement,  are  ad- 
vanced by,  and  indeed,  cannot  be  carried  on  truly  and  hcm- 
estly  for  public  interests  without  checks  and  regulations,  some 
of  which  may  restrain  and  regulate  the  behavior  of  a  particu- 
lar element  in  the  whole  operation,  and  by  doing  so  do  not 
restrain  but  advance  and  promote  the  whole;  just  as,  to  take 
the  simplest  of  illustrations  that  occurs  to  me,  in  mechanics, 
the  safety  valve  of  a  locomotive,  with  its  counterweight,  regu- 
lates and  restrains,  or  gives  off^  the  accumulating  steam  in 
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the  boiler,  in  the  first  place  conserving  it,  restraining  it  from 
escape,  and  in  the  second  place,  enabling  it  to  escape.  But 
all  [644]  this  does  not  restrain  the  operations  of  the  loco- 
motive; it  is  necessary  to  its  best  and  safest  performance  of 
duty.    A  hundred  illustrations  might  be  given. 

My  brother  on  the  other  side  suggests  that  the  clause  in  the 
agreement  providing  for  abolishing  soliciting  agencies  is  a 
restraint  of  the  trade.  I  have  stated  in  my  printed  points  my 
answer  to  this.  I  may  add,  however,  that  soliciting  trade  or 
ceasing  to  solicit  trade  is  not  trade  itself,  and  does  not  belong 
to  it,  even  as  an  incident  Wherever  it  is  practised,  it  is  prac- 
tised apart  from  any  act  of  trade;  it  precedes  it,  and  some- 
times leads  up  to  it,  and  sometimes  repels  it.  It  was  per- 
fectly competent,  therefore,  and  certainly  wise,  for  these 
roads  to  agree  to  abolish  such  agencies,  and  to  join,  so  far  as 
it  might  be  convenient  to  do  for  the  information  of  the  pub- 
lic, in  having  agencies  at  various  important  points  to  assist 
shippers  and  manufacturers  in  the  most  rapid  and  economical 
transmission  of  their  productions.  The  plan,  therefore,  sub- 
stituted for  the  old  practice  is  one  far  more  advantageous  to 
the  public  who  wish  for  honest  and  equal  dealing  than  the 
old  practice.  But  I  submit  that  whatever  character  may  be 
imputed  to  soliciting  business,  it  does  not  fall  within  the  au- 
thority of  Congress  to  regulate  it  at  all.  While  it  is  going 
on  the  business  solicited  has  not  reached  the  point  of  being 
interstate  commerce,  and  cannot  reach  it  until  its  movement 
has  commenced,  or  is  about  to  commence,  definitely  from  one 
State  to  another. 

I  refrain  from  making  any  observations  on  the  constita- 
tional  question  arising  if  the  Trust  act  is  to  be  construed  as 
forbidding  innocent  contracts  promotive  of  public  policy, 
which  I  have  insisted  upon  in  my  printed  points,  for  the 
reason  that  in  the  division  of  our  subjects  of  discussion  this 
matter  is  left  entirely  to  my  brother  Mr.  Phelps. 

In  respect  of  the  meaning  of  the  words  of  the  Trust  act, 
I  beg  to  ask  your  Honors^  careful  attention  to  the  suggestions 
I  have  ventured  to  make  in  my  printed  points.  I  need  not 
enlarge  upon  them,  and  have  only  to  call  your  attention,  firsti 
to  the  grammatical  construction  of  the  first  section,  and, 
second,  to  the  citations  I  have  made  from  law  writers,  show- 
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ing  a  distinct  and  separate  classification  of  the  two  phrases, 
[645]  "  restraint  of  trade  in  general "  and  "  partial  restraint 
of  trade."  If  these  writers  are  correct  (as  nobody  doubts, 
I  think,  they  are),  and  the  two  phrases  were  known  and 
treated  in  the  law  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  as 
separate  things,  the  one  obnoxious  and  the  other  just  and 
wholesome,  then  I  respectfully  and  earnestly  insist  that  the 
universal  rule  of  construction  requires  that  the  words  in  the 
act  shall  be  assigned  to  the  first  class,  and  not  carried  over 
into  the  second. 

Mr.  Solicitor  Generdlj  for  the  United  States,  in  conclusion. 

L  It  is  claimed  that  because  nothing  has  been  done  under 
the  agreement,  no  irreparable  injury  has  been  or  can  be 
shown,  and  therefore  no  injunction  lies.  But  the  Anti- 
Trust  law  makes  the  agreement  illegal  and  vests  the  court 
with  jurisdiction  to  prevent  violations  of  the  act  The  carry- 
ing out  of  an  illegal  contract  will  result  in  irreparable  injury 
to  the  public,  and  this  sufficiently  appears  from  the  provision 
of  the  law  declaring  the  illegality  and  authorizing  injunc- 
tion proceedings. 

IL  It  is  insisted  that  an  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade 
must  restrain  trade — ^that  is,  reduce  or  diminish  it;  that 
trade  must  be  injured. 

An  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade  may  or  ma^r  not  dimin- 
ish or  reduce  trade.  The  injury  sought  to  be  averted  by  pro- 
hibiting such  agreements  is  the  injury  to  the  public  The 
stifling  of  competition,  the  creation  of  a  monopoly,  may  in- 
crease the 'trade  in  the  product  controlled,  but  nevertheless 
to  the  injury  of  the  public.  To  stifle  competition  is  to  create 
a  monopoly  and  place  the  public  at  the  mercy  of  the  monop- 
oly. The  benefits  resulting  from  cheaper  products  through 
monopolies  have  never  been  held  by  courts  or  legislatures  as 
sufficient  to  overbalance  the  evils  to  the  Government  and 
people  from  the  creation  of  monopolies.  It  is  a  question  of 
method  rather  than  result.  Trusts  and  monopolies  are  for- 
bidden in  order  to  preserve  competition,  and  thereby,  as  far 
as  possible,  freedom  of  action  in  industrial  and  conmiercial 
Ufe. 

III.  It  is  said  that  competition  is  not  trade,  but  a  mere 
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incident  of  trade;  that  what  prevents  competition  does  not 
[546]  necessarily  injure  trade;  on  the  contrary,  to  restrict 
competition  may  benefit  trade,  that  the  whole  world  is  now 
groaning  imder  competition;  that  the  hard  rule  of  the  sor- 
viyal  of  the  fittest  bears  heavily  upon  the  mass  of  the  people; 
that  there  is  a  spirit  of  unrest,  of  dissatisfaction,  and  that  to 
avoid  the  effects  of  ruinous  competition  among  employers  and 
employes  combination  is  the  rule. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  the  law  of  the  survival  of  the  fit- 
test is  a  hard  one;  that  the  necessity  of  competition  under 
existing  conditions  presses  heavily  upon  the  weak.  But, 
after  all,  competition  is  not  only  the  life  of  trade,  but  the 
underlying  basis  of  our  social  and  industrial  life*  There 
may  be  a  better  way,  but  we  have  not  yet  f oimd  it^  Compe- 
tition goes  along  with  freedom,  with  independent  action. 
This  country  was  founded  on  the  principles  of  liberty  and 
equality. .  It  sought  to  secure  to  every  citizen  an  equal  chance 
under  the  law.  That  is  all  the  people  have  demanded  or  do 
demand — a  fair  show  in  the  race  of  life.  Undoubtedly  there 
is  unrest,  dissatisfaction,  tendencies  to  anarchy  and  socialism, 
but  these  result  not  from  competition,  but  the  throttling  of 
competition  by  trusts  and  combinations,  which  seek  to  control 
production  and  transportation  and  dominate  both  working- 
men  and  consumers.  Against  these  the  individual  citizen 
protests.  He  does  not  demand  no  competition,  but  fair  com- 
petition. Combinations  of  workingmen  accompany  aggre- 
gations of  capital.  Thus  the  masses  are  arrayed  against  the 
classes.  If  combinations  of  capital  were  prevented,  if  com- 
petition among  employers  of  labor  were  enforced,,  the  inde- 
pendent demand  for  labor  from  competing  sources  would  tend 
to  fair  wages,  such  as  prices  might  warrant. 

lY.  It  is  insisted  that  this  agreement  among  railroads  to 
prevent  competition  is  not  only  innocent,  but  wise  and  salu- 
tary, because  in  the  case  of  railroads  competition  is  ruinous; 
that  if  competition  reduces  rates  below  the  point  of  profit  for 
any  line,  it  must  ultimately  be  bankrupted,  for  it  cannot  stop 
running  nor  can  the  capital  invested  in  it  be  withdrawn. 

But  this  argument  applies  to  all  great  modem  industries, 
in  manufacture  as  well  as  transportation.  Capital  fixed  in  a 
[547]  valuable  plant  cannot  be  withdrawn,  nor  can  lalior 
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skilled  in  one  industry  be  readily  shifted  to  another.  Both 
manufacturers  and  workingmen  are  subject  to  the  contin- 
gencies of  competition.  The  establishment  of  a  new  plant 
with  modem  improvements  may  destroy  some  old  one,  in 
which  both  have  virtually  risked  their  aU.  There  are  sec- 
tions where  a  number  of  years  ago  it  was  profitable  to  make 
iron  out  of  local  ores.  Millions  of  dollars  were  invested  in 
furnaces.  Workingmen  skilled  in  iron-making  settled  there, 
and  with  their  earnings  bought  property  and  built  home& 
Subsequently,  in  other  sections  more  accessible  to  the  markets, 
with  cheaper  ores,  modem  furnaces  were  erected  and  dieaper 
iron  began  to  be  made.  The  old  furnaces  could  not  meet 
the  competition  of  the  new.  They  had  to  be  abandoned. 
Was  it  possible  to  withdraw  the  capital  invested  in  them! 
Not  at  all.  It  was  lost.  The  workingmen,  too,  suffered. 
They  were  thrown  out  of  work,  ran  up  debts,  lost  their  homes. 

Why  are  not  men  who  put  their  capital  or  skill  into  a 
manufacturing  plant  just  as  much  entitled  to  protection 
against  ruinous  competition  as  those  who  put  their  money  or 
skill  in  a  transportation  plant?  Why  should  the  railroads 
be  singled  out  from  all  the  great  interests  of  this  country, 
and  alone  be  authorized  to  combine  and  prevent  ccunpetition 
and  keep  up  prices? 

Competition  drives  the  weak  to  the  wall,  the  fittest  survive, 
but  the  greatest  good  to  the  greatest  number  results.  The 
opening  of  new  mines,  the  construction  of  new  plants,  the 
establishment  of  industries  with  improved  methods  of  pro- 
duction and  greater  natural  advantages,  lower  the  cost  of 
production  of  the  commodity  to  the  benefit  of  the  public,  but 
the  person  or  corporation  or  region  which  cannot  lower  its 
cost  of  production  to  meet  the  new  competition  must  suffer. 
Under  competition  the  most  improved  plant,  the  best  trained 
labor,  the  most  economical  management,  the  wisest  business 
sagacity  and  foresight,  is  not  only  encouraged  but  demanded 
for  success. 

The  best  railroad,  the  one  constructed  and  equipped  and 
managed  in  the  best  way,  will  get  the  bulk  of  the  competitive 
[648]  business,  and  it  ought  to.  It  can  affwd  to  carry  the 
traffic  at  lower  rates  than  the  poorer  roads,  and  it  ought  to  be 
allowed  to,  in  the  puUie  interest    The  poorer  roads  can  get 
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the  business  by  putting  themselves  in  shape  to  do  the  business. 
Boads  equally  fitted  to  do  the  work  will  naturally  divide  the 
competitive  business  in  equitable  proportions.  Competition 
for  traffic  by  improved  service  and  lower  rates  will  result, 
naturally,  not  in  ruining  the  roads,  but  in  building  them  up. 
Under  competition,  the  best  road  fixes  the  rate;  under  com- 
bination, the  poorest  road.  Is  it  just  to  make  the  public  pay 
rates  from  Chicago  to  the  East  fixed  by  the  poorest  system 
protected  by  the  Joint  Traffic  agreement! 

y.  It  is  contended  there  is  no  restraint  on  trade,  because 
the  railways  still  exist  with  all  their  facilities  for  transporta- 
tion, ready  and  willing  to  serve  the  public,  and  with  no  in- 
ducement for  service  weakened;  that  competition  in  every 
desirable  aspect  remains,  the  railroads  being  permitted  to 
compete,  but  compelled  to  do  it  openly,  under  the  provision 
that  a  deviation  from  the  association  rate  cannot  be  made 
except  by  resolution  of  the  board  of  a  member  and  after 
thirty  days'  notice  to  the  managers. 

It  is  true  the  railways  exist  with  their  original  facilities, 
but  the  inducement  for  improvement  by  cheaper  methods  of 
transportation  is  weakened,  the  motive  for  competition  re- 
moved, the  means  of  competition  destroyed,  and  competition 
itself  absolutely  forbidden.  The  natural  result  of  preventing 
competition  is  to  keep  up  rates.  An  excess  in  rates  over  what 
would  obtain  under  competition  amounts  in  effect  to  a  tax  on 
the  things  transported.  This  operates  as  a  burden  upon  com- 
merce, and  a  restraint  of  trade. 

If  a  State  should  levy  a  tax  on  goods  transported  through 
it,  this  court  would  hold  such  an  act  unconstitutional,  because 
it  laid  a  burden  upon  interstate  commerce.  Moreover,  to  in- 
crease rates  and  maintain  them  at  a  point  above  what  would 
obtain  under  competition  decreases  the  business  of  railroads 
but  enhances  the  cost  of  it,  and  thus  restrains  trade  or  com- 
merce. Lfower  rates  mean  more  traffic,  both  freight  and 
passenger.  Higher  rates  means  less  traffic.  It  may  be  to  the 
[549]  interest  of  the  railroads  to  increase  the  rates  and  lessen 
the  traffia  The  profits  may  be  as  much  or  more,  but  it  is 
done  at  the  expense  of  the  public  and  to  the  restraint  of  trade. 

VI.  It  is  insisted  that  rates  must  be  stable,  not  subject  to 
change;  that  a  manufacturer  cannot  safely  make  goods  nor  a 
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dealer  buy  them  unless  he  knows  the  rates  for  transporting 
them  to  market,  and  may  rely  upon  these  rates  continuing; 
therefore  agreements  for  maintaining  rates  at  a  iBixed  point 
should  be  encouraged. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  manufacturer  or  dealer  must  not  only 
take  into  account  the  rates  he  will  have  to  pay  to  market,  but 
the  rates  his  competitors  from  every  quarter,  by  land  and 
water,  will  have  to  pay.  It  is  impracticable  to  attain  a  cast- 
iron  uniformity  of  this  kind,  and  neither  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce law  nor  the  Joint  Traffic  agreement  attempts  it 
Moreover,  the  agreement  does  not  assume  to  prevent  a  change 
of  rates.  It  virtually  takes  the  power  to  change  from  the 
companies,  but  gives  it  to  the  managers  of  the  assodatioQ. 
For  natural  it  substitutes  arbitrary  change.  The  protest 
against  any  change  in  rates  is  a  protest  against  progress. 
The  history  of  railroads  shows  a  constant  tendency  towards 
cheaper  rates.  This  has  resulted  from  improvements  forced 
by  competition.  The  interest  of  the  public  lies  not  in  main- 
taining but  in  reducing  rates,  and  to  effect  such  reduction 
competition  is  essential. 

VII.  Uniformity  in  rates  is  declared  to  be  essential,  and 
it  is  urged  that  the  provisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  law 
favoring  uniformity  cannot  be  enforced  except  by  suppress- 
ing competition  through  this  agreement;  and,  to  illustrate 
the  need  of  uniformity,  it  is  said  that  without  it  an  industry 
in  Michigan  equidistant  from  market  with  a  similar  industry 
in  Indiana  might  be  wiped  out  of  existence  by  reduced  ratei 
in  favor  of  the  Indiana  industry. 

But  neither  the  Interstate  Commerce  act  nor  this  agree- 
ment would  prevent  the  alleged  injustice  suggested.  The 
case  instanced  involves  a  reduction  in  rates  on  local  traffic, 
and  the  agreement  only  applies  to  competitive  traffic.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  agreement  to  prevent  any  member  of  the 
[660]  association  from  changing  the  rates  from  local  points; 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  association  is  restricted  to  competitive 
traffic 

The  uniformity  demanded  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  act 
is  uniformity  in  the  treatment  by  each  railroad  of  Us  own 
patrons.    The  second  section  prohibits  a  common  carrier 
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from  charging  one  person  more  than  another  for  the  same 
service;  it  does  not  prohibit  a  carrier  from  charging  one  per- 
son more  or  less  than  another  railroad  charges  another  person 
for  an  equal  distance.  The  third  section  forbids  a  common 
carrier  to  give  any  undue  preference  or  advantage  to  any  pw- 
son  or  locality  over  any  other.  But  this  only  applies  to  the 
action  of  a  railroad  toward  the  people  or  the  places  served  by 
it  And  so,  too,  with  reference  to  the  long  and  short  haul 
provisions  in  the  fourth  section. 

The  Interstate  Commerce  law  declares  that  all  charges 
must  be  reasonable  and  just.  It  provides  no  means  for  secur- 
ing this  desideratum  except  competition.  The  only  method 
of  stifling  competition  when  the  law  was  passed  was  the  pool- 
ing agreement,  and  this  was  forbidden.  Competition  be- 
tween railroads  was  preserved,  and  to  secure  the  benefits  of 
competition  to  all  patrons  of  each  road  it  was  provided  that 
the  competition  should  be  open  and  above  board,  so  that  the 
people  might  be  advised  of  the  existing  rates,  and  each  rail- 
road was  required  to  treat  its  patrons  with  uniformity,  with- 
out discrimination  and  without  preferences. 

The  object  of  the  law  was  to  secure  the  benefits  of  compe- 
tition to  all,  and  not  permit  a  road  to  charge  those  shippers 
for  whose  patronage  it  does  not  have  to  compete  excessive 
rates,  while  secretly  granting  lower  rates  to  those  shippers  for 
whose  patronage  it  has  to  compete.  The  competition  was  to 
be  restricted  to  where  it  belongs;  between  the  railroads  and 
not  between  the  shippers.  If  a  railroad  can  afford  to  carry 
the  freight  of  one  shipper  for  a  certain  rate,  it  can  afford  to 
carry  for  the  same  rate  like  freight  under  similar  conditions 
for  every  other  shipper. 

Vni.  It  is  contended  that  uniform  rates  should  be  main- 
tained on  the  trunk  lines  in  order  to  keep  the  weaker  roads  in 
[5511  operation  for  the  benefit  of  the  sections  through  which 
they  run. 

As  I  have  pointed  out,  the  agreement  does  not  apply  to 
local  traffic  As  to  it,  each  road  has  a  monopoly,  with  power 
to  fix  its  own  rates.  The  agreement  applies  only  to  com- 
petitive traffic  between  great  centres.  The  argument,  then, 
amounts  to  this,  that  the  rates  on  through  traffic  are  to  be 
kept  up  in  order  to  preserve  the  weak  roads  as  going  con- 
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cems  for  the  benefit  of  the  sections  through  which  they  run. 
What  is  this  but  to  tax  the  many  for  the  benefit  of  the  few? 
It  is  not  the  functicm  of  Government  to  neutralize  the 
advantages  of  locality.  The  people  pay  for  these  and  are 
entitled  to  them.  If  I  settle  in  a  flourishing  region  on  a  good 
line,  I  pay  for  the  privilege  in  the  cost  of  the  land,  in  taxes, 
etc  If  I  settle  in  an  undeveloped  region  on  a  poor  road,  I 
pay  little  for  either  the  privilege  or  the  land,  and  must  ex- 
pect to  help  bear  the  cost  of  development. 

IX.  It  is  said  that  the  Interstate  Commerce  act  was  passed 
to  suppress  competition  and  secure  imiformity  in  rates. 

It  was  not  passed  to  suppress  competition,  but  to  preserve 
it  and  secure  its  benefits  to  all.  Competition  between  inde- 
pendent lines  was  preserved  and  uniformity  enfcH-ced  to 
secure  the  benefit  of  this  competition  to  all.  Each  carrier 
was  required  to  treat  its  patrons  with  uniform  fairness,  with- 
out preference  and  without  discrimination.  The  only  effect- 
ive arrangement  used  at  that  time  by  the  trunk  lines  to 
stifle  ccMnpetition  was  the  pooling  agreement,  and  this  was 
prohibited.  It  was  recognized  that  competition  would  keep 
the  rates  reasonable,  and  the  long  and  short  haul  provision 
was  intended  to  secure  to  all  points  on  each  road  the  benefit 
of  such  competition.  Unjust  discrimination  and  undue  pref- 
erences by  a  railroad  among  its  patrons  were  prohibited. 
Thus  the  benefits  of  open  competition  were  insured  to  all. 
The  policy  was — among  the  patrons  of  each  road  uniformity, 
but  between  the  roads  open  competition. 

X.  The  point  is  made  that  railways  are  public  highways, 
and  the  furnishing  of  railway  transportation  a  governmental 
function ;  therefore  the  Grovemment  should  elinunate  the  ad- 
[552]  vantage  of  locality  by  enforcing  absolute  uniformity 
in  rates,  or  permit  the  railroads  to  do  it  by  preventing  com- 
petition and  maintaining  arbitrary  rates. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  the  furnishing  of  railroad  trans- 
portation is  a  public  function,  and  therefore  the  Government 
may  regulate  it  Government,  state  and  Federal,  has  done 
this,  by  forbidding  the  consolidation  of  competing  lines,  by 
prohibiting  pooling  contracts,  and  by  making  illegal  all 
agreements  in  restraint  of  trade. 

The  absolute  uniformity  demanded  is  neither  practicable 
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nor  desirable.  Absolute  uniformity,  extending  to  every  rate, 
from  eyerj  point,  on  every  railroad,  means  absolute  consoli- 
dation of  control  and  absolutely  arbitrary  rates,  and  this  is 
absolutely  inconsistent  with  competition.  It  admits  of  no 
competition.  The  desirable  uniformity  is  that  which  goes 
along  with  competition,  and  supplements  it,  and  secures  its 
benefits  to  all  shippers,  without  distinction.  Each  railroad 
should  be  required  to  treat  its  patrons — persons  and  places — 
with  fairness  and  equality,  without  preference  or  discrimina- 
tion. It  should  not  be  required,  however,  to  treat  its  ship- 
pers no  better  than  other  lines  treat  theirs.  On  the  contrary, 
it  should  be  induced  to  treat  its  shippers  the  very  best  it  can, 
and  thereby  make  it  incumbent  upon  competing  lines  to  treat 
their  shippers  as  well.  It  should  be  induced  to  do  this  not 
only  in  rates  but  in  service.  The  rigid,  cast-iron,  arbitrary 
rule  of  absolute  uniformity  as  between  railroads,  contended 
for  by  Mr.  Carter,  would  logically  prevent  all  competition, 
whether  in  rates  or  service. 

If  the  railroads  are  not  to  be  permitted  to  combine  and 
prevent  ruinous  competition,  and  establish  and  maintain  rea- 
sonable rates  by  arbitrary  methods,  then,  it  is  said,  they  must 
either  abandon  transportation,  or  consolidate,  or  persistently 
violate  the  law. 

There  is  a  virtual  consolidation  of  these  roads  now  under 
the  agreement.  The  public  is  not  interested  in  consolidation 
except  as  it  affects  competition.  The  constitution  and  laws  of 
many  States  prohibit  the  consolidation  of  railroads,  but  only 
of  competing  railroads.  Lines  which  do  not  compete  may  con- 
[668]  solidate,  and  the  public  thus  gains  the  benefit  of 
broader  and  more  economical  administration.  Railroads 
which  compete  may  not  consolidate,  because  it  prevents  com- 
petition and  keeps  up  rates. 

Public  policy  has  demanded  the  prohibition  of  the  consoli- 
dation of  competing  lines;  for  the  same  reason  Congress 
enacted  the  antipooling  section  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
act  The  pooling  of  freights  and  the  division  of  earnings  is 
not  bad  in  itself.  It  is  bad,  because  used  to  stifle  competi- 
tion. Equally  bad  is  the  Joint  Traffic  agreement  before  the 
court,  which  operates  as  effectively  as  any  pooling  arrange- 
ment ever  devised.    The  people  have  not  stopped  to  inquire 
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whether  consolidation  would  result  of  necessity  in  unreason- 
able rates;  neither  have  they  stopped  to  inquire  whether 
pooling  would  result  necessarily  in  unreasonable  rates.  It  is 
the  tendency,  not  the  absolute  result,  which  has  operated  to 
prohibit  consolidation,  to  prohibit  pooling,  to  prohibit  oon- 
tracte  in  restraint  of  trade. 

The  railroads  say  that  if  they  are  not  permitted  to  prevent 
competition  they  will  compete  and  in  doing  so  violate  the 
Interstete  Commerce  law ;  that  they  should  be  permitted  to 
combine  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  violations  of  law,  even 
if  in  doing  so  competition  be  prevented. 

But  to  prevent  competition  is  in  itself  to  violate  the  law. 
Better  the  chance  to  violate  one  law  than  the  certainty  of 
violating  another.  Better  the  motive  to  violate  one  law  than 
the  mandate  to  violate  another.  If  the  ability  the  railroads 
employ  to  circumvent  the  law  were  used  to  observe  it,  neither 
this  agreement  nor  the  argumente  in  support  of  it  would  be 
before  the  court.  The  railroads  promise  to  obey  one  law  if 
the  court  will  permit  them  to  violate  another.  Would  they 
keep  the  compact,  if  made?  Bespect  for  law  based  solely  on 
self-interest  is  delusive  and  evanescent. 

XL  An  attempt  is  made  to  distinguish  this  case  from  the 
Trans-Missouri  case  by  saying  that  here  the  association  sim- 
ply adopted  the  admitted  fair  and  reasonable  rates  then  in 
force  and  filed  with  the  Interstete  CJommeroe  Commission  by 
the  companies;  while  in  the  Trcms-Missaari  case  the  associa- 
tion was  given  power  to  fix  rates.  But  in  the  Trans-Missouri 
[664]  agreement  the  association  was  only  given  power  to  fix 
reasonable  rates,  and  the  fact  that  the  rates  fixed  by  the  asso- 
ciation during  ite  existence  were  fair  and  reasonable  was  ad- 
mitted. 

In  the  TranS'Miss&uri  case^  the  association  had  been  dis- 
solved. The  only  question  was  the  legal  effect  of  the  author- 
ity conferred  by  tiie  agreement  If  there  were  no  power 
under  the  Joint  Traffic  agreement  to  change  rates,  neverthe- 
less the  power  to  maintein  rates  arbitrarily  would  involve 
authority  to  keep  them  up  after  progress  and  invention 
should  render  them  excesave  and  unreasonable.  But  in 
point  of  fact,  as  pointed  out,  the  Joint  Traffic  agreement  veste 
in  the  association,  through  the  managers,  with  appeal  to  the 
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board  of  control,  the  authority  to  change  rate&  This  author- 
ity is  more  coercive  than  that  c<Miferred  by  the  Trans-Mis- 
souri agrennent 

Under  the  Trans-Missouri  agreement  five  days'  written 
notice  prior  to  each  monthly  meeting  was  required  to  be 
given  the  chairman  of  any  proposed  reduction  in  rates.  At 
each  monthly  meeting  the  association  voted  on  all  changes 
proposed.  All  parties  were  bound  by  the  decision  of  the 
association  ^  unless  then  and  there  the  parties  shall  give  the 
association  definite  written  notice  that  in  ten  days  thereafter 
they  shall  make  such  modificaticm,  notwithstanding  the  vote 
of  the  association.  .  .  .  Should  any  member  insist  upon  a 
reduction  of  rates  against  the  views  of  the  majority,  and  if 
in  the  judgment  of  said  majority  the  rates  so  made  affect  seri- 
ously the  rates  upon  through  traffic,  then  the  association  may, 
by  a  majority  vcrt;e  up<m  such  other  traffic,  put  into  effect  cor- 
responding rates  to  take  effect  upon  the  same  day."  More- 
over, each  member  of  the  Trans-Missouri  asso'^iation  might, 
at  its  peril,  make  a  rate  without  previous  notice  to  meet  the 
competition  of  outside  lines,  giving  the  chairman  notice  of 
its  action,  so  the  good  faith  of  the  transaction  might  be 
passed  upon  by  the  association  at  its  next  meeting. 

Thus,  under  the  Trans-Missouri  agreement  each  member 
might,  at  its  peril,  make  a  rate  to  meet  outside  competition, 
and  each  member  might,  upon  giving  ten  days'  notice,  make 
an  independent  rate,  notwithstanding  the  action  of  the  asso- 
ciation. But  under  the  Joint  Traffic  agreement  no  company 
can  [656]  deviate  from  the  rates  as  fixed  by  the  managers, 
except  by  a  resolution  of  its  board  of  directors,  and  thirty 
days  after  a  copy  of  such  resolution  is  filed  with  the  man- 
agers. This  absolutely  prevents  competition,  and  the  inten- 
tion to  prevent  competition  is  plain  from  the  provisicm  that 
'^the  managers,  upon  receipt  of  such  notice,  shall  act 
promptly  upon  the  same  for  the  protection  of  the  parties 
hereto." 

Mr.  Carter,  in  his  argument,  explained  the  operation  of 
this  clause.  Thirty  days'  notice  of  the  intention  of  any 
company,  by  resolution  of  its  board,  to  deviate  from  the 
rates  fixed  by  the  association,  through  its  managers,  was 
required  in  order  that  the  association  might  have  time  to 
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determine  its  course  of  actioiL  If  it  could  meet  the  rate 
proposed  by  the  deviating  member,  it  would  do  so.  If  it 
could  not,  it  would  take  steps,  in  Mr.  CSarter's  language,  ^  to 
exterminate"  the  recalcitrant  company.  In  no  other  way, 
according  to  Mr.  Carter,  could  ruinous  c(»npetition  be  pre- 
vented and  the  int^ests  of  all  members  of  the  association 
protected. 

XIL  It  may  be  conceded  that  the  public  along  each  line 
is  interested  in  the  line  getting  its  fair  share  of  tiie  through . 
traffic  and  earnings;  and  this  it  will  get  under  competition. 
The  local  public  is  not  entitled,  however,  to  an  arbitrary 
share  of  the  through  traffic  and  earnings.  It  has  a  right  to 
no  more  than  the  advantages  of  the  line  attract.  To  give  it 
more  is  to  take  what  belongs  to  another  line  and  another 
section.  A  prosp^xms  section,  with  an  intelligent,  progres- 
sive population,  makes  a  good  railroad,  and  a  good  railroad 
attracts  through  traffic;  and  it  is  not  just  or  ri^t  to  take 
this  traffic  away  and  give  it  to  a  poor  road  in  order  to  do  for 
it  what  the  public  along  its  line  ought  to  do. 

XHL  The  iHTOvisions  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  law 
preventing  discrimination  and  undue  jMreferences  have  been 
discussed ;  they  can  be  enforced  without  suppressing  c<Hnpe- 
tition.  The  tenth  article  of  the  Joint  Traffic  agreement  pro- 
vides that  ^'  the  managers  shall  decide  and  enforce  the  course 
which  shall  be  pursued  with  connecting  companies  not  par- 
ties to  this  agreement  which  fail  or  decline  to  observe  the 
rates,  fares  and  rules  established  under  this  agreement,'' 
and  it  is  [566]  contended  that  this  provision  is  necessary  to 
prevent  discrimination  against  one  company  and  in  favor  of 
another  by  connecting  lines;  but  a  reading  of  the  third  sec- 
tion of  the  Interstate  Commerce  act  shows  that  the  mischief 
suggested  is  fully  provided  for  in  its  concluding  paragraph, 
which  provides  tiiat  every  common  carrier  shall  afford  equal 
facilities  for  the  interchange  of  traffic  and  for  receiving  and 
forwarding  freight  or  passengers  from  connecting  lines, 
'^and  shall  not  discriminate  in  their  rates  and  charges  be- 
tween such  connecting  lines." 

XIV.  It  is  insisted  that  if  Congress  had  intended  the  Anti- 
Trust  law  to  prohibit  every  contract  in  restraint  of  trade, 
whether  partial  or  general,  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  it 
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would  have  used  the  language  ^  every  contract  in  any  re- 
straint of  trade,"  etc.,  "  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal.** 

It  seems  to  me,  and  I  submit  to  the  court,  that  the  expres- 
sion ^^  every  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  '*  is  quite  as  com- 
prehensive as  "every  contract  in  any  restraint  of  trade," 
and  much  better  language.  With  due  respect  to  the  learned 
counsel,  it  might  be  suggested  that  if  his  criticism  of  the 
language  used  be  a  valid  one,  why  may  not  the  next  commen- 
tator on  this  section  forcefully  insist  that  Congress  should 
have  said  "every  contract  in  any  and  every  restraint  of 
trade  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal "  ? 

XV.  The  reply  to  Mr.  Phelps'  attack  upon  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  Anti-Trust  law  as  construed  by  this  court  in 
the  TranS'Misaauri  caae^  is  to  be  found  in  Uie  argument  of 
Mr.  Carter  that  railways  are  public  highways,  and  in  the 
furnishing  of  public  transportation  perform  in  a  s^ise  a 
governmental  function.  The  right  of  the  Government  to 
regulate  contracts  between  carriers  and  shippers  and  to 
place  proper  restrictions  upon  contracts  among  carriers  them- 
selves, in  order  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  public,  as 
affected  by  these  instrumentalities  of  conmierce,  has  not 
heretofore  been  seriously  questioned.  The  States  regulate 
the  construction,  maintenance,  and  operation  of  railroads, 
prescribing  and  enforcing  maximum  rates,  preventing  the 
consolidation  of  competing  lines,  and  securing  to  llie  public 
the  benefit  of  competition. 

The  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Mvnn  v.  lUmois^  94 
[667]  n.  S.  113,  applies.  When  a  man  devotes  his  property 
to  a  public  use,  to  that  extent  he  grants  the  public  an  interest 
in  that  use.  The  same  policy  which  supports  the  prohibi- 
tion against  consolidation,  and  the  fifth  section  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  law  forbidding  the  pooling  of  freights  or 
the  division  of  earnings,  is  the  justification  for  the  declara- 
tion that  all  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade  shall  be  deemed 
illegal.  The  result  of  the  consolidation,  the  pooling  or  the 
combination  in  restraint  of  trade,  is  beside  the  question. 
Congress  is  entitled  to  pass  judgment  upon  the  tendency  of 
a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade.  If  it  deems  such  a  conbract 
reprehensible,  injurious  in  its  tendencies,  it  may  prohibit 
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it,  whether  the  act  will  result  in  a  particular  case  in  the 
establishment  of  reasonable  or  unreasonable  rates. 

XVI.  Aa  to  the  remedy  in  the  case  of  an  unreaeonably 
low  rate.  Judge  Cooley,  in  a  well-considered  opinion,  In  re 
Chicago,  St.  Paul  <k  Kansas  City  Railway ,  2  Int.  Com.  C!om. 
281,  approved  by  this  court  in  Interstate  Commerce  Commis- 
sion V.  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  <&  Texas  Pacific  Railway,  167  U.  S. 
479,  611,  held  that  under  the  Interstate  Commerce  law  the 
commission  has  no  power  to  determine  that  a  rate  is  un- 
reasonably low  and  to  order  the  carrier  to  refrain  from 
charging  such  rate  on  such  ground. 

XVIL  As  to  the  remedy  in  the  case  of  an  unreasonably 
high  rate. 

The  common  law  requires  that  rates  shall  be  reasonable 
and  fair.  So  does  the  Interstate  Commerce  law.  But  this  is 
a  mere  declaration,  and  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  to  en- 
force the  right  The  commission  has  no  power  to  prescribe 
a  reasonable  rate  and  enforce  it,  or  to  declare  that  a  rate 
is  unreasonable  and  prohibit  it.  The  shipper  is  therefore 
left  to  recover  the  excess  in  rate  paid.  I  know  of  no  case 
where  the  excess  charged  over  a  reasonable  rate  on  interstate 
commerce  has  been  recovered  back.  The  amount  involved  in 
any  particular  transaction  would  be  small;  it  would  require 
years  to  carry  the  case  through  the  courts,  and  no  individual 
shipper  would  invite  the  ill  will  of  a  powerful  railroad  by 
beginning  such  a  contest 

[668]  Moreover,  the  man  who  actually  pays  the  freight  is 
not  the  man  who  suffers  from  the  unreasonable  charge.  Take 
the  case  of  grain.  The  farmer  sells  to  the  commission 
merchant  If  the  rates  are  excessive,  he  gets  so  much  less  for 
his  grain  or  the  purchaser  from  the  commission  merchant 
pays  so  much  more  for  it.  The  commission  merchant  who 
pays  the  freight  has  no  real  interest  in  the  charge.  Of  course 
this  is  not  always  true,  but  it  does  apply  with  respect  to  the 
great  shipments  handled  by  middlemen. 

Finally,  it  is  questionable  under  the  Interstate  Commerce 
act  whether  a  suit  to  recover  back  an  excess  paid  above  a 
reasonable  rate  can  be  maintained,  if  the  rate  charged  was 
that  fixed  in  the  schedule  filed  with  the  commission  and  pub- 
lished imder  the  Interstate  Commerce  law. 
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Mr.  Jafnes  A.  Logan  and  Mr.  John  G.  Johnson  filed  a  brief 
on  behalf  of  the  Pennsylvania  Kailroad  Company  and  ei^t 
other  railroad  companies,  appellees. 

Mr.  Rohert  W.  de  Forest  and  Mr.  David  WtOcox  fUed  a 
brief  on  behalf  of  the  Central  Railroad  Company  of  New 
Jersey,  appellee. 

Mr.  Justice  Pegkham,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court 

This  case  has  been  most  ably  argued  by  counsel  both  for 
the  Government  and  the  railroad  companies.  The  suit  is 
brought  to  obtain  a  decree  declaring  null  and  void  the  agree- 
ment mentioned  in  the  bill.  Upon  comparing  that  agreement 
with  the  one  set  forth  in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Trans- 
Missouri  Freight  Association^  166  U.  S.  290,  the  great  simi- 
larity between  them  suggests  that  a  similar  result  should  be 
reached  in  the  two  cases.  The  respondents,  however,  object 
to  this,  and  give  several  reasons  why  this  case  should  not  be 
controlled  by  the  other.  It  is,  among  other  things,  said  that 
one  of  the  questions  sought  to  be  raised  in  this  case  might 
have  been  but  was  not  made  in  the  other;  that  the  point 
therein  decided,  after  holding  that  the  statute  applied  to  raU- 
[669]  road  companies  as  common  carriers,  was  simply  that 
all  contracts,  whether  in  reasonable  as  well  as  in  unreason- 
able restraint  of  trade,  were  included  in  the  terms  of  the  act, 
and  thequestion  whether  the  contract  then  under  review  was 
in  fact  m  restraint  of  trade  in  any  degree  whatever  was 
neither  made  nor  decided,  while  it  is  plainly  raised  in  this. 

Again,  it  is  asserted  that  there  are  differences  between  the 
provisions  contained  in  the  two  agreements,  of  such  a  mate- 
rial and  fimdamental  nature  that  the  decision  in  the  case 
referred  to  ought  to  form  no  precedent  for  the  decision  of  the 
case  now  before  the  court. 

It  is  also  objected  that  the  statute,  if  construed  as  it  has 
been  construed  in  the  Trans-Missouri  case^  is  unconstitu- 
tional, in  that  it  unduly  interferes  with  the  liberty  of  the  in- 
dividual and  takes  away  from  him  the  right  to  make  con- 
tracts regarding  his  own  affairs,  which  is  guaranteed  to  him 
by  the  Fifth  Amendment  to  the  Constitution,  which  provides 
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that  **  no  person  shall  be  .  .  .  deprived  of  life,  liberty 
or  property  without  due  process  of  law;  nor  shall  private 
property  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just  compensation." 
This  objection  was  not  advanced  in  the  arguments  in  the 
other  case. 

Finally,  a  reconsideration  of  the  questions  decided  in  the 
former  case  is  very  strongly  pressed  upon  our  attention,  be- 
cause, as  is  stated,  the  decision  in  that  case  is  quite  plainly 
erroneous,  and  the  consequences  of  such  error  are  far  reach- 
ing and  disastrous,  and  clearly  at  war  with  justice  and  sound 
policy,  and  the  construction  placed  upon  the  Anti-Trust 
statute  has  been  received  by  the  public  with  surprise  and 
alarm. 

We  will  refer  to  these  propositions  in  the  order  in  which 
they  have  been  named. 

As  to  the  first,  we  think  the  report  of  the  Trans-Missouri 
case  clearly  shows  not  only  that  the  point  now  taken  was 
there  urged  upon  the  attention  of  the  court,  but  it  was  then 
intentionally  and  necessarily  decided.  The  whole  foundation 
of  the  case  on  the  part  of  the  Government  was  the  allegation 
that  the  agreement  there  set  forth  was  a  contract  or  combina- 
tion in  restraint  of  trade,  and  unlawful  on  that  account.  If 
[660]  the  agreement  did  not  in  fact  restrain  trade,  the  Gov- 
ernment had  no  case. 

If  it  did  not  in  any  degree  restrain  trade,  it  was  immaterial 
whether  the  statute  embraced  all  contracts  in  restraint  of 
trade,  or  only  such  as  were  in  unreasonable  restraint  thereof. 
There  was  no  admission  or  concession  in  that  case  that  the 
agreement  did  in  fact  restrain  trade  to  a  reasonable  degree. 
Hence,  it  was  necessary  to  determine  the  fact  as  to  the  char- 
acter of  the  agreement  before  the  case  was  made  out  on  the 
part  of  the  Government. 

The  great  stress  of  the  argument  on  both  sides  was  un- 
doubtedly upon  the  question  as  to  the  proper  construction  of 
the  statute,  for  that  seemed  to  admit  of  the  most  doubt,  but 
the  other  question  was  before  the  court,  was  plainly  raised, 
and  was  necessarily  decided.  The  opinion  shows  this  to  be 
true.  At  page  841  of  the  report  the  opinion  contains  the  fol- 
lowing language: 

"  The  concloslon  which  we  have  drawn  from  the  examination  above 
made  Into  the  question  before  as  is  that  the  Anti-Trust  act  applies  to 
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railroads,  and  that  it  renders  illegal  all  agreemoits  which  are  la 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  as  we  have  above  defined  that  expres- 
sion, and  the  question  then  arises  whether  the  agreement  before  us  is 
of  that  nature. 

«  •  •  #  # 

"  Does  the  agreement  restrain  trade  or  commerce  in  any  way  so  as 
to  be  a  violation  of  the  act?  We  have  no  doubt  that  it  does.  The 
agreement  on  its  face  recites  that  it  is  entered  faito  for  the  purpose 
of  mutual  protection  by  establishing  and  malntainhig  reasonable  rates, 
rules  and  regulations  on  all  freight  traffic,  both  through  and  locaL 

**  To  that  end  the  association  is  formed  and  a  body  created  which  is 
to  adopt  rates  which,  when  agreed  to,  are  to  be  the  governing  rates 
for  all  the  companies,  and  a  violation  of  which  subjects  the  defaolting 
company  to  the  payment  of  a  penalty,  and  although  the  parties  have 
a  right  to  withdraw  from  the  agreement  on  giving  thirty  days'  notice 
of  a  desire  so  to  do,  yet  while  In  force  and  assuming  it  to  be  lived  up 
to,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  its  direct,  immediate  and  necessary 
effect  is  [561]  to  put  a  restraint  upon  trade  or  commerce  as  described 
hi  the  act  For  these  reasons  the  suit  of  the  Government  can  be 
maintained  without  proof  of  the  allegation  that  the  agreement  was 
entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  trade  or  commerce  or  for 
maintaining  rates  above  what  was  reasonable.  The  necessary  effect 
of  the  agreement  is  to  restrain  trade  or  commerce,  no  matter  wbat  the 
Intent  was  on  the  part  of  those  who  signed  it" 

The  bill  of  the  complainants  in  that  case,  while  alleging 
an  illegal  and  unlawful  intent  on  the  part  of  the  railroad 
companies  in  entering  into  the  agreement,  also  alleged  that 
by  means  of  the  agreement  the  trade,  traffic  and  commeroe 
in  the  region  of  country  affected  by  the  agreement  had  been 
and  were  monopolized  and  restrained,  hindered,  injured  and 
retarded.    These  allegations  were  denied  by  defendants. 

There  was  thus  a  clear  issue  made  by  the  pleadings  as  to  the 
character  of  the  agreement,  whether  it  was  or  was  not  one  in 
restraint  of  trade. 

The  extract  from  the  opinion  of  the  oourt  above  given 
shows  that  the  issue  so  made  was  not  ignored,  nor  was  it 
assumed  as  a  concession  that  the  agreement  did  restrain  trade 
to  a  reasonable  extent.  The  statement  in  the  opinion  is  quite 
plain,  and  it  inevitably  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  ques- 
tion of  fact  as  to  the  necessary  tendency  of  the  agreement 
was  distinctly  presented  to  the  mind  of  the  court,  and  was 
consciously,  purposely  and  necessarily  decided.  It  cainnot, 
therefore,  be  correctly  stated  that  the  opinion  only  dealt  with 
the  question  of  the  construction  of  the  act,  and  that  it  was 
assumed  that  the  agreement  did  to  some  reasonable  extent 
restrain  trade.  In  discussing  the  question  as  to  ihe  proper 
construction  of  the  act,  the  court  did  not  touch  upon  the  other 
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aspect  of  the  case,  in  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  agreement 
itself,  but  when  the  question  of  construction  was  finished,  the 
opinion  shows  that  the  question  as  to  the  nature  of  the  agree- 
ment was  then  entered  upon  and  discussed  as  a  fact  necessary 
to  be  decided  in  the  case,  and  that  it  in  fact  was  decided.  An 
unlawful  intent  in  entering  into  the  agreement  was  held  im- 
[662]  material,  but  only  for  the  reason  that  the  agreement 
did  in  fact  and  by  its  terms  restrain  trade. 

Second.  We  have  assumed  that  the  agreements  in  the  two 
cases  were  substantially  alike.  This  the  respondents  by  no 
means  admit,  and  they  assert  that  there  are  such  material  and 
substantial  differences  in  the  provisions  of  the  two  instru- 
ments as  to  necessitate  a  different  result  in  this  case  from  that 
arrived  at  in  the  other. 

The  expressed  purpose  of  the  agreement  in  this  case  is, 
among  other  things,  '^to  establish  and  maintain  reasonable 
and  just  rates,  fares,  rules  and  regulations  on  state  and  inter- 
state traffic.''  The  companies  agree  that  the  schedule  of  rates 
and  fares  already  dtdy  published  and  in  force  and  authorized 
by  the  companies,  parties  to  the  agreement,  and  filed,  as  to 
interstate  traffic,  with  the  Interstate  Conmierce  Commission, 
shall  be  r^ffirmed,  and  copies  of  all  such  schedules  are  to  be 
filed,  with  the  managers  constituted  under  the  agreement, 
within  ten  days  after  it  becomes  effective.  The  managers 
may  from  time  to  time  recommend  changes  in  the  rates,  etc., 
and  a  failure  to  observe  the  reconmiendations  is  deemed  a 
violation  of  the  agreement  No  company  can  deviate  from 
these  rates  except  under  a  resolution  of  its  board  of  directors, 
and  such  resolution  can  only  take  effect  thirty  days  after 
service  of  a  copy  thereof  on  tiie  managers,  who,  upon  receipt 
thereof,  ^  shall  act  promptly  for  the  protection  of  the  parties 
hereto.''  For  a  violation  of  the  agreement  the  offending  com- 
pany forfeits  to  the  association  a  sum  to  be  determined  by 
the  Doianagers  thereof,  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or 
more  upon  the  contingency  named  in  the  rule. 

So  far  as  the  establishment  of  rates  and  fares  is  concerned, 
we  do  not  see  any  substantial  difference  between  this  agree- 
ment and  the  one  set  forth  in  the  Trans-Missouri  case.  In 
that  case  the  rates  were  established  by  the  agreement,  and 
any  company  violating  the  schedule  of  rates  as  established 
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under  the  agreement  was  liable  to  a  penalty.  A  oompanj 
oould  withdraw  from  the  association  on  giving  thirty  days' 
notice,  but  while  it  continued  a  member  it  was  bound  to 
charge  the  rates  fixed,  under  a  penalty  for  not  doing  so.  In 
[663]  this  case  the  companies  are  boimd  to  charge  the  rates 
fixed  upon  originally  in  the  agreement  or  subsequently  recom- 
mended  by  the  board  of  managers,  and  the  failure  to  observe 
their  recommendations  is  deemed  a  violation  of  the  agree- 
ment. The  only  alternative  is  the  adoption  of  a  resolution 
by  the  board  of  directors  of  any  company  providing  f<Mr  a 
change  of  rates  so  far  as  that  company  is  concerned,  and  the 
service  of  a  copy  thereof  upon  the  board  of  managers  as  al- 
ready stated.  This  provision  for  changing  rates  by  any  one 
company  is  absent  from  the  other  agreement  It  is  this  pro- 
vision which  is  referred  to  by  counsel  as  most  material  and 
important,  and  one  which  constitutes  a  material  and  im- 
portant distinction  between  the  two  agreements.  It  is  said  to 
be  designed  solely  to  prevent  secret  and  illegal  competition 
in  rates,  while  at  the  same  time  providing  for  and  permitting 
open  competition  therein,  and  that  unless  it  can  be  regarded 
as  restraining  competition  so  as  to  restrain  trade,  there  is  not 
even  an  appearance  of  restraint  of  trade  in  the  agreem^it 
It  is  obvious,  however,  that*if  such  deviation  from  rates  by 
any  company  from  those  agreed  upon,  be  tolerated,  the 
principal  object  of  the  association  fails  of  accomplishment, 
because  the  purpose  of  its  formation  is  the  establishment  and 
maintenance  of  reasonable  and  just  rates  and  a  general  uni- 
formity therein.  If  one  company  is  allowed,  while  remaining 
a  member  of  the  association,  to  fix  its  own  rates  and  be  guided 
by  them,  it  is  plain  that  as  to  that  company  the  agreement 
might  as  well  be  rescinded.  This  result  was  never  contem- 
plated. In  order,  therefore,  not  only  to  prevent  secret  compe- 
tition, but  also  to  prevent  any  competition  whatever  among 
the  companies  parties  to  the  agreement,  the  provision  is  there- 
in made  for  the  prompt  action  of  the  board  of  managers 
whenever  it  receives  a  copy  of  the  resolution  adopted  by  the 
board  of  directors  of  any  one  company  for  a  change  of  the 
rates  as  established  under  the  agreement.  By  reason  of  this 
provision  the  board  undoubtedly  has  authority  and  power  to 
enforce  the  uniformity  of  rates  as  against  the  offending  corn- 
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panj  upon  pain  of  an  open,  rigorous  and  relentless  war  of 
omipetition  against  it  on  the  part  of  the  whole  association. 

[564]  A  company  desirous  of  deviating  from  the  rates 
agreed  upon  and  which  its  associates  desire  to  maintain  is  at 
once  confronted  with  this  probability  of  a  war  between  itself 
on  the  one  side  and  the  whole  association  on  the  other,  in 
the  course  of  which  rates  would  probably 'drop  lower  than 
the  company  was  proposing,  and  lower  than  it  would  desire 
or  could  afford,  and  such  a  prospect  would  be  generally  suffi- 
cient to  prevent  the  inauguration  of  the  change  of  rates  and 
the  consequent  competition.  Thus  the  power  to  c<»nmence 
such  a  war  on  the  part  of  the  managers  would  operate  to 
most  effectually  prevent  a  deviation  fr<»n  rates  by  any  one 
company  against  the  desire  of  the  other  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment Onnpetition  would  be  prevented  by  the  fear  of  the 
united  competition  of  the  association  against  the  particular 
member.  Counsel  for  the  association  themselves  state  that 
the  agreement  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  managers,  in  case 
the  defection  should  injuriously  affect  some  particular  mem- 
bers more  than  others,  to  endeavor  to  funiish  reasonable 
protection  to  such  members,  presumably  by  allowing  ihem 
to  change  rates  so  as  to  meet  such  competition,  or  by  recom- 
mending such  fierce  competition  as  to  persuade  the  recalci- 
trant to  fall  back  into  line.  By  this  course  the  competition 
is  open,  but  none  the  less  sufficient  on  that  account,  and  the 
desired  and  expected  result  is  to  be  the  yielding  of  the 
offending  company,  induced  by  the  war  which  might  other- 
wise be  waged  against  it  by  the  c(»nbined  force  of  all  Qie 
other  parties  to  the  agreement  Under  these  circumstances 
the  agreement,  taken  as  a  whole,  prevents,  and  was  evidently 
intended  to  prevent,  not  only  secret  but  any  competition. 
The  abstract  right  of  a  single  company  to  deviate  from  the 
rates  becomes  immaterial,  and  its  exercise,  to  say  the  least, 
very  inexpedient,  in  the  face  of  this  power  of  the  managers 
to  enlist  tiie  whole  association  in  a  war  upon  it  This  is  not 
all,  however,  for  the  agreement  further  provides  that  the 
managers  are  to  have  power  to  organize  such  joint  freight 
and  passenger  agencies  as  they  may  deem  desirable,  and  if 
established  they  are  to  be  so  arranged  as  to  give  proper  rep- 
resentation to  each  company,  and  no  soliciting  or  contract- 
10870*'— S.  Doc  111,  6^-1,  vol  1 69 
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ing  passenger  or  freight  agency  can  be  maintained  by  any  of 
the  [666]  companies,  except  with  the  approval  of  the  mana- 
gers. They  are  also  charged  with  the  duty  of  securing  to 
each  company,  party  to  the  agreement,  equitable  proportions 
of  the  competitive  traffic  covered  by  the  agreement,  so  far 
as  can  be  legally  done.  The  natural,  direct  and  necessary 
effect  of  all  these  various  provisions  of  the  agreement  is  to 
prevent  any  competition  whatever  between  the  parties  to  it 
for  the  whole  time  of  its  existence.  It  is  probably  as  effect- 
ive in  that  way  as  would  be  a  provision  in  the  agreement 
prohibiting  in  terms  any  competition  whatever. 

It  is  also  said  that  tiie  agreement  in  the  first  case  con- 
ferred upon  the  association  an  unlimited  power  to  fix  rates 
in  the  first  instance,  and  that  the  authority  was  not  confined 
to  reasonable  rates,  while  in  the  case  now  before  us  the 
agreement  starts  out  with  rates  fixed  by  each  company  for 
itself  and  filed  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
and  which  rates  are  alleged  to  be  reasonable.  The  distinc- 
tion is  unimportant.  It  was  considered  in  the  other  case 
that  the  rates  actually  fixed  upon  were  reasonable,  while  the 
rates  fixed  upon  in  this  case  are  also  admitted  to  be  reason- 
able. By  this  agreement  the  board  of  managers  is  in  sub- 
stance and  as  a  result  thereof  placed  in  control  of  the  busi- 
ness and  rates  of  transportation,  and  its  duty  is  to  see  to  it 
that  each  company  charges  the  rates  agreed  upon  and  re- 
ceives its  equitable  proportion  of  the  traffic. 

The  natural  and  direct  effect  of  the  two  agreements  is  the 
same,  viz.,  to  maintain  rates  at  a  higher  level  than  would 
otherwise  prevail,  and  the  differences  between  them  are  not 
sufficiently  important  or  material  to  call  for  different  judg- 
ments in  the  two  cases  on  any  such  ground.  Indeed,  coun- 
sel for  one  of  the  railroad  companies  on  this  argument,  in 
speaking  of  the  agreement  in  the  Trans-Missouri  case^  says 
of  it  that  its  terms,  while  substantially  similar  to  Uiose  of 
the  agreement  here,  were  less  explicit  in  making  it  just  and 
reasonable.' 

Regarding  the  two  agre^nents  as  alike  in  their  main  and 
material  features,  we  are  brought  to  an  examination  of  the 
question  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  act,  construed  as  it 
has  [666]  been  in  the  Trans-Missouri  ease.    It  is  worthy  of 
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remark  that  this  question  was  never  raised  or  hinted  at  upon 
the  argument  of  that  case,  although,  if  the  respondents' 
present  contention  be  sound,  it  would  have  furnished  a  con- 
dusive  objection  to  the  enforcement  of  the  act  as  construed. 
The  fact  that  not  one  of  the  many  astute  and  able  counsel 
for  the  transportation  companies  in  that  case  raised  an  ob- 
jection of  so  condusive  a  character,  if  well  founded,  is 
strong  evidence  that  the  reasons  showing  the  invalidity  of 
the  act  as  construed  do  not  lie  on  the  surface  and  were  not 
then  apparent  to  those  counseL 

The  point  not  being  raised  and  the  decision  of  that  case 
having  proceeded  upon  an  assumption  of  the  validity  of  the 
act  under  either  construction,  it  can,  of  course,  constitute  no 
authority  upon  this  question.  Upon  the  constitutionality 
of  the  act  it  is  now  earnestly  contended  that  contracts  in  re- 
straint of  trade  are  not  necessarily  prejudicial  to  tl^  secur- 
ity or  wdf are  of  society,  and  that  Congress  is  without  power 
to  prohibit  generally  aJl  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  and 
the  effort  to  do  this  invalidates  the  act  in  question.  It  is 
urged  that  it  is  for  the  court  to  dedde  whether  the  mere  fact 
that  a  contract  or  arrangement,  whatever  its  purpose  or 
character,  may  restrain  trade  in  some  degree,  renders  it  in- 
jurious or  prejudidal  to  the  wdfare  or  security  of  sodety, 
and  if  the  court  be  of  opinion  that  such  welfare  or  security 
is  not  prejudiced  by  a  contract  of  that  kind,  then  Congress 
has  no  power  to  prohibit  it,  and  the  act  must  be  dedared 
unconstituticmal.  It  is  daimed  that  the  act  can  be  sup- 
ported only  as  an  exercise  of  the  police  power,  and  that  the 
constitutional  guarantees  furnished  by  the  Fifth  Amend- 
ment secure  to  all  persons  freedom  in  the  pursuit  of  their  vo- 
cations and  the  use  of  their  property,  and  in  making  such 
contracts  or  arrangements  as  may  be  necessary  therefor.  In 
dwelling  upon  the  far-reaching  nature  of  the  language  used 
in  the  act  as  construed  in  the  case  mentioned,  counsd  con- 
tend that  the  extent  to  which  it  limits  the  freedom  and  de- 
stroys the  property  of  the  individual  can  scarcdy  be  exag- 
gerated, and  that  ordinary  contracts  and  combinations, 
which  are  at  the  same  time  most  indispensable,  have  the 
effect  of  somewhat  [567]  restraining  trade  and  commerce. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


930  m   UiriTED  8IA33B8  BEPOBTS,  M. 

Opiniom  of  the  Oomt 

although  to  a  very  slight  extent,  but*  yet,  under  the  oon- 
struction  adopted,  ihey  are  illegal. 

As  examples  of  the  kinds  of  contraots  which  ai»  rendered 
illegal  by  this  construction  of  the  act,  ih»  learned  counsel 
suggest  all  organizations  of  medianics  engaged  in  the  same 
business  for  the  purpose  of  limiting  the  number  of  persons 
employed  in  the  business,  or  of  maintaining  wages;  the  for- 
mation of  a  corporation  to  carry  on  any  particular  line  of 
business  by  those  already  engaged  therein;  acontractof  part- 
nership or  of  employment  between  two  persons  previously  en- 
gaged in  the  same  line  of  business;  the  appointment  by  two 
producers  of  the  same  person  to  sell  their  goods  on  commia- 
sion ;  the  purchase  by  one  wholesale  merchant  of  the  product 
of  two  producers;  the  lease  or  purdiase  by  a  farmer,  manu- 
facturer or  merchant  of  an  additional  &rm,  manufactory  or 
shop ;  the  withdrawal  from  business  of  any  farmer,  merchant 
or  manufacturer ;  a  sale  of  the  good  will  of  a  business  wiih 
an  agreement  not  to  destroy  its  value  by  engaging  in  amilar 
business;  and  a  covenant  in  a  deed  restricting  the  use  of  real 
estate.  It  is  added  that  the  effect  of  most  business  contracts 
or  combinations  is  to  restrain  trade  in  some  degree. 

This  makes  quite  a  formidable  list  It  will  be  observed, 
however,  that  no  contract  of  the  nature  above  described  is 
now  before  the  court,  and  there  is  some  ^sibarrasanent  in 
assuming  to  decide  herein  just  how  far  the  act  goes  in  the 
direction  claimed.  Nevertheless,  we  might  say  that  the  for- 
mation of  corporations  for  business  or  manufacturing  pur- 
poses has  never,  to  our  knowledge,  been  regarded  in  the  nature 
of  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  the  contract  of  partnership.  It  might  also  be 
difficult  to  show  that  the  appointment  by  two  or  more  pro- 
ducers of  the  same  person  to  sell  t^eir  goods  on  cmnmission 
was  a  matter  in  any  degree  in  restraint  of  trade. 

We  are  not  aware  that  it  has  ever  been  claimed  tliat  a  lease 
or  purchase  by  a  farmer,  manufacturer  or  merdiant  of  an 
additional  farm,  manufactory  or  shop,  or  the  withdrawal 
from  business  of  any  farmer,  merchant  or  manufacturer,  re- 
strained commerce  or  trade  within  any  legal  definition  of  that 
term ;  [5M]  and  the  sale  of  a  good  will  of  a  business  with 
an  accompanying  agreement  not  to  engage  in  a  similar  busi- 
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ness  was  instanced  in  the  Trans-Missottri  case  as  a  oontract 
not  within  the  meaning  of  the  act;  and  it  was  said  that  such 
a  contract  was  collateral  to  the  main  contract  of  sale  and  was 
entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  enhancing  the  price  at  which 
the  vendor  seUs  his  business.  The  instances  cited  by  counsel 
have  in  our  judgment  little  or  no  bearing  upcm  the  question 
under  consideration.  In  Hopkins  v.  United  States^  decided 
at  this  term,  post,  678,  we  say  that  the  statute  applies  only  to 
those  contracts  whose  direct  and  immediate  effect  is  a  restraint 
upon  interstate  commerce,  and  that  to  treat  the  act  as  con- 
demning all  agre^nents  under  which,  as  a  result,  the  cost  of 
conducting  an  interstate  commercial  business  may  be  in- 
creased, would  enlarge  the  application  of  the  act  far  beyond 
the  fair  meaning  of  the  language  used.  The  effect  upon  in- 
terstate commerce  must  not  be  indirect  or  incidental  <mly. 
An  agreement  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the 
legitimate  business  of  an  individual  or  corporation,  with  no 
purpose  to  thereby  affect  or  restrain  interstate  commerce,  and 
which  does  not  directly  restrain  such  commerce,  is  not,  as  we 
think,  covered  by  the  act,  although  the  agreement  may  indi- 
rectly and  remotely  affect  that  commerce.  We  also  repeat 
what  is  said  in  the  case  above  cited,  that  '^  the  act  of  Congress 
must  have  a  reasonable  eonstruction,  or  else  there  would 
scarcely  be  an  agreement  or  contract  among  business  men 
that  could  not  be  said  to  have,  directly  or  remotely,  some 
bearing  upon  interstate  commerce,  and  possibly  to  restrain 
if  To  suppose,  as  is  assumed  by  counsel,  that  the  effect  of 
the  decision  in  the  Trans-Missouri  case  is  to  render  illegal 
most  business  contracts  or  combinations,  however  indispensa- 
ble and  necessary  they  may  be,  because,  as  they  assert,  they 
all  restrain  trade  in  some  remote  and  indirect  degree,  is  to 
make  a  most  violent  assumption  and  one  not  called  for  or 
justified  by  the  decision  mentioned,  or  by  any  other  decision 
of  this  court 

The  question  really  before  us  is  whether  Congress,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  right  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 
States,  or  otherwise,  has  the  power  to  prohibit,  as  in  restraint 
[669]  of  interstate  commerce,  a  contract  or  combination  be- 
tween competing  railroad  corporations  entered  into  and 
formed  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and  maintaining  ii^er- 
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state  rates  and  fares  for  the  transportation  of  freight  and 
passengers  on  any  of  the  railroads  parties  to  the  contract  or 
combination,  even  though  the  rates  and  fares  thus  established 
are  reasonable.  Such  an  agreement  directly  affects  and  of 
course  is  intended  to  affect  the  cost  of  transportation  of  com- 
modities, and  commerce  consists,  among  other  things,  of  the 
transportation  of  commodities,  and  if  such  transportati<m  be 
between  States  it  is  interstate  amunerce.  The  agreement 
affects  interstate  commerce  by  destroying  competition  and  by 
maintaining  rates  above  what  competition  might  produce. 

If  it  did  not  do  that,  its  existence  would  be  useless,  and  it 
would  soon  be  rescinded  or  abandoned.  Its  acknowledged 
purpose  is  to  maintain  rates,  and  if  executed,  it  does  so.  It 
must  be  remembered,  however,  that  the  act  does  not  pro- 
hibit any  railroad  company  from  charging  reasonable  rates. 
If  in  the  absence  of  any  contract  or  combination  among  the 
railroad  companies  the  rates  and  fares  would  be  less  than  they 
are  under  such  contract  or  combination,  that  is  not  by  rea- 
son of  any  provision  of  the  act  which  itself  lowers  rates,  but 
only  because  the  railroad  companies  would,  as  it  is  urged, 
voluntarily  and  at  once  inaugurate  a  war  of  competition 
among  themselves,  and  thereby  themselves  reduce  their  rates 
and  fares. 

Has  not  Congress  with  regard  to  interstate  commerce  and 
in  the  course  of  regulating  it,  in  the  case  of  railroad  corpora- 
tions, the  power  to  say  that  no  contract  or  combination  shall 
be  legal  which  shall  restrain  trade  and  commerce  by  shutting 
out  the  operation  of  the  general  law  of  competition!  We 
think  it  has. 

As  counsel  for  the  Traffic  Association  has  truly  said,  the 
ordinary  highways  on  land  have  generally  been  established 
and  maintained  by  the  publia  When  the  matter  of  the 
building  of  railroads  as  highways  arose,  a  question  was  pre- 
sented whether  the  State  should  itself  build  them  or  permit 
others  to  do  it.  The  State  did  not  build  them,  and  as  theii 
building  required,  among  other  things,  the  appropriation  of 
[670]  land,  private  individuals  could  not  enforce  such  ap- 
propriation without  a  grant  from  the  State. 

The  building  and  operation  of  a  railroad  thus  required  a 
public  franchise.    The  State  would  have  had  no  power  to 
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grant  the  right  of  appropriation  unless  the  use  to  which  the 
land  was  to  be  put  was  a  public  one.  Taking  land  for  rail- 
road purposes  is  a  taking  for  a  public  purpose,  and  the  fact 
that  it  is  taken  for  a  public  purpose  is  the  sole  justification 
for  taking  it  at  all.  The  business  of  a  railroad  carrier  is  of 
a  public  nature,  and  in  performing  it  the  carrier  is  also  per- 
forming to  a  certain  extent  a  function  of  government  which, 
as  counsel  observed,  requires  them  to  perform  the  service 
upon  equal  terms  to  all.  This  public  service,  that  of  trans- 
portation of  passengers  and  freight,  is  a  part  of  trade  and 
commerce,  and  when  transported  between  States  such  com- 
merce becomes  what  is  described  as  interstate,  and  comes, 
to  a  certain  extent,  under  the  jurisdiction  of  Congress  by  vir- 
tue of  its  power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 
States. 

Where  the  grantees  of  this  public  franchise  are  competing 
railroad  companies  for  interstate  commerce,  we  think  Con- 
gress is  competent  to  forbid  any  agreement  or  combination 
among  them  by  means  of  which  competition  is  to  be 
smothered. 

Although  the  franchise  when  granted  by  the  State  becomes 
by  the  grant  the  property  of  the  grantee,  yet  there  are  some 
regulations  respecting  the  exercise  of  such  grants  which  Con- 
gress may  make  under  its  power  to  regulate  commerce  among 
the  several  States.  This  will  be  conceded  by  all,  the  only 
question  being  as  to  the  extent  of  the  power. 

We  think  it  extends  at  least  to  the  prohibition  of  contracts 
relating  to  interstate  commerce,  which  would  extinguish  all 
competition  between  otherwise  competing  railroad  corpora- 
tions, and  which  would  in  that  way  restrain  interstate  trade 
or  conmierce.  We  do  not  think,  when  the  grantees  of  this 
public  franchise  are  competing  railroads  seeking  the  busi- 
ness of  transportation  of  men  and  goods  from  one  State  to 
another,  that  ordinary  freedom  of  contract  in  the  use  and 
management  of  their  property  requires  the  right  to  combine 
[671]  as  one  consolidated  and  powerful  association  for  the 
purpose  of  stifling  competition  among  themselves,  and  of 
thus  keeping  their  rates  and  charges  higher  than  they  might 
otherwise  be  under  the  laws  of  competition.  And  this  is  so, 
even  though  the  rates  provided  for  in  the  agreement  may  for 
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the  time  be  not  more  than  are  reasonable.  They  may  easly 
and  at  any  time  be  increased.  It  is  the  combination  of  these 
large  and  powerful  corporations,  covering  vast  sections  of 
territory  and  inj9uencing  trade  throu^out  the  whole  extent 
thereof,  and  acting  as  one  body  in  all  the  matters  over  which 
the  combination  extends,  that  constitutes  the  alleged  evil, 
and  in  regard  to  which,  so  far  as  the  combination  operates 
upon  and  restrains  interstate  commerce,  Congress  has  power 
to  legislate  and  to  prohibit 

The  prohibition  of  such  contracts  may  in  the  judgment  of 
Congress  be  one  of  the  reasonable  necessities  for  the  proper 
regulation  of  commerce,  and  Congress  is  the  judge  of  such 
necessity  and  propriety,  unless,  in  case  of  a  possible  gross 
perversion  of  the  principle,  the  courts  might  be  applied  to 
for  relief. 

The  cases  cited  by  the  respondents'  counsel  in  regard  to  the 
general  constitutional  right  of  the  citizen  to  make  contracts 
relating  to  his  lawful  business  are  not  inconsistent  with  the 
existence  of  the  power  of  Congress  to  prohibit  contracts  of 
the  nature  involved  in  this  case.  The  power  to  regulnte  com- 
merce has  no  limitation  other  than  those  prpscribed  in  the 
Constitution.  The  power,  however,  does  not  carry  with  it 
the  right  to  destroy  or  impair  those  limitations  and  guar- 
antees which  are  also  placed  in  the  Constitution  or  in  any  of 
the  amendments  to  that  instrument  Manongahela  Naviga- 
tion Co.  V.  United  States^  148  U.  S.  312-886;  Interstate  Oom^^ 
merce  Com/mission  v.  Brimaon^  154  U.  S.  447-479. 

Among  these  limitations  and  guarantees  counsel  refer  to 
those  which  provide  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law,  and  that  pri- 
vate property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  just 
compensation.  The  latter  limitation  is,  we  think,  plainly 
irrelevant 

[672]  As  to  the  former,  it  is  claimed  that  the  citizen  is  de- 
prived of  his  liberty  without  due  process  of  law  when,  by  a 
general  statute,  he  is  arbitrarily  deprived  of  the  rig^t  to  make 
a  contract  of  the  nature  herein  involved. 

The  case  of  AUgeyer  v.  Louisiema^  165  U.  S.  578,  is  dted  as 
authority  for  the  statement  concerning  the  right  to' contract 
In  speaking  of  the  meaning  of  the  word  ^  liberty,"  as  used  in 
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the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to  the  Constitation,  it  was  said 
in  that  case  to  include,  among  other  things,  the  liberty  of  the 
citizen  to  pursue  any  livelihood  or  vocation,  and  for  that 
purpose  to  enter  into  all  contracts  which  might  be  proper, 
necessary  and  essential  to  his  carrying  out  those  objects  to  a 
successful  conclusion. 

We  do  not  impugn  the  correctness  of  that  statement.  The 
citizen  may  have  the  right  to  make  a  proper  (that  is,  a  law- 
ful) contract,  one  which  is  also  essential  and  necessary  for 
carrying  out  his  lawful  purposes.  The  question  which  arises 
here  is,  whether  the  contract  is  a  proper  or  lawful  cme,  and 
we  have  not  advanced  a  step  towards  its  solution  by  saying 
that  the  citizen  is  protected  by  the  Fifth,  or  any  other  amend- 
ment, in  his  right  to  make  proper  contracts  to  enable  him  to 
carry  out  his  lawful  purposes.  We  presume  it  will  not  be 
contended  that  the  court  meant,  in  stating  the  right  of  the 
citizen  ^^to  pursue  any  livelihood  or  vocation,"  to  include 
every  means  of  obtaining  a  livelihood,  whether  it  was  lawful 
or  otherwise.  Precisely  how  far  a  legislature  can  go  in  de- 
claring a  certain  means  of  obtaining  a  livelihood  unlawful,  it 
is  unnecessary  here  to  speak  of.  It  will  be  conceded  it  has 
power  to  make  some  kinds  of  vocations  and  some  methods  of 
obtaining  a  livelihood  unlawful,  and  in  regard  to  those  the 
citizen  would  have  no  right  to  contract  to  carry  them  on. 

Congress  may  restrain  individuals  from  making  contracts 
under  certain  circumstances  and  upon  certain  subjects.  Fris- 
hie  V.  United  States,  157  U.  S.  160. 

Notwithstanding  the  general  liberty  of  contract  which  is 
possessed  by  the  citizen  under  the  Constitution,  we  find  that 
there  are  many  kinds  of  contracts  which,  while  not  in  them- 
selves immoral  or  mala  in  se,  may  yet  be  prohibited  by  the 
[578]  legislation  of  the  States  or,  in  certain  cases,  by  Con- 
gress. The  question  comes  back  whether  the  statute  under 
review  is  a  legitimate  exercise  of  the  power  of  Congress  over 
interstate  commerce  and  a  valid  regulation  thereof.  The 
question  is,  for  us,  one  of  power  only,  and  not  of  policy* 
We  think  tlie  power  exists  in  Congress,  and  that  the  statute 
is  therefore  valid. 

Finally,  we  are  asked  to  reconsider  the  question  decided  in 
the  Trans-Missouri  case,  and  to  retrace  the  steps  taken 
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therein,  because  of  the  plain  error  contained  in  that  decision 
and  the  widespread  alarm  with  which  it  was  reoeiyed  and  the 
serious  consequences  which  have  resulted,  or  may  soon  result 
from  the  law  as  interpreted  in  that  case. 

It  is  proper  to  remark  that  an  application  for  a  reconsider- 
ation of  a  question  but  lately  decided  by  this  court  is  usually 
based  upon  a  statement  that  some  of  the  arguments  employed 
on  the  original  hearing  of  the  question  have  been  overlooked 
or  misunderstood,  or  that  some  controlling  authority  has  been 
either  misapplied  by  the  court  or  passed  over  without  discus- 
sion or  notice.  While  this  is  not  strictly  an  application  for  a 
rehearing  in  the  same  case,  yet  in  substance  it  is  the  same 
thing.  The  court  is  asked  to  reconsider  a  question  but  just 
decided  after  a  careful  investigation  of  the  matter  involved. 
There  have  heretofore  been  in  effect  two  arguments  of  pre- 
cisely the  same  questions  now  before  the  court,  and  the  same 
arguments  were  addressed  to  us  on  both  those  occasions.  The 
report  of  the  TraTts-MiasouH  case  shows  a  dissenting  opinion 
delivered  in  that  case,  and  that  the  opinion  was  concurred  in 
by  three  other  members  of  the  court 

That  opinion,  it  will  be  seen,  gives  with  great  force  and 
ability  the  arguments  against  the  decision  which  was  finally 
arrived  at  by  the  court.  It  was  after  a  full  discussion  of  the 
questions  involved  and  with  the  knowledge  of  the  views  en- 
tertained by  the  minority  as  expressed  in  the  dissenting  opin- 
ion that  the  majority  of  the  court  came  to  the  conclusion  it 
did.  Soon  after  the  decision  a  petition  for  a  rehearing  of  the 
case  was  made,  supported  by  a  printed  argument  in  its  &vor. 
and  pressed  with  an  earnestness  and  vigor  and  at  length 
which  was  certainly  commensurate  with  the  importance  of 
the  case. 

[574]  This  court,  with  care  and  deliberation  and  also  with 
a  full  appreciation  of  their  importance,  again  considered  the 
questions  involved  in  its  former  decision. 

A  majority  of  the  court  once  more  arrived  at  the  conclu- 
sion it  had  first  announced,  and  accoi*dingly  it  denied  the 
application.  And  now  for  the  third  time  the  same  argu- 
ments are  employed,  and  the  court  is  again  asked  to  recant 
its  former  opinion,  and  to  decide  the  same  question  in  direct 
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opposition  to  the  condusion  arrived  at  in  the  Trans-Missouri 
case. 

Hie  learned  counsel  while  making  the  application  frankly 
confess  that  the  argument  in  opposition  to  the  decision  in^ 
the  case  above  named  has  been  so  fully,  so  clearly  and  so 
forcibly  presented  in  ther  dissenting  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
White,  that  it  is  hardly  possible  to  add  to  it  nor  is  it  neces- 
sary to  repeat  it 

The  fact  that  there  was  so  dose  a  division  of  opinion  in  this 
court  when  the  matter  was  first  under  advisement,  together 
with  the  different  views  taken  by  some  of  the  judges  of  the 
lower  courts,  led  us  to  the  most  careful  and  scrutinizing 
examination  of  the  arguments  advanced  by  both  sides,  and  it 
was  after  such  an  examination  that  the  majority  of  the  court 
came  to  the  conclusion  it  did. 

It  is  not  now  alleged  that  the  court  on  the  former  occasion 
overlooked  any  argument  for  the  respondents  or  misapplied 
any  controlling  authority.  It  is  simply  insisted  that  the 
court,  notwithstanding  the  arguments  for  an  opposite  view, 
arrived  at  an  erroneous  result,  which,  for  reasons  already 
stated,  ought  to  be  reconsidered  and  reversed. 

As  we  have  twice  already  deliberately  and  earnestly  con- 
sidered the  same  arguments  which  are  now  for  a  third  time 
pressed  upon  our  attention,  it  could  hardly  be  expected  that 
our  opinion  should  now  change  from  that  already  expressed. 

While  an  erroneous  decision  might  be  in  some  cases  prop- 
erly reconsidered  and  overruled,  yet  it  is  clear  that  the  first 
necessity  is  to  convince  the  court  that  the  decision  was  errone- 
ous. It  is  scarcely  to  be  assumed  that  such  a  result  could  be 
[676]  secured  by  the  presentation  for  a  third  time  of  the 
same  arguments  which  had  twice  before  been  unsuccessfully 
urged  upon  the  attention  of  the  court. 

We  have  listened  to  them  now  because  the  eminence  of  the 
counsel  engaged,  their  earnestness  and  zeal,  their  evident  be- 
lief in  the  correctness  of  their  position,  and,  most  important 
of  all,  the  very  grave  nature  of  the  questions  argued,  called 
upon  the  court  to  again  give  to  those  arguments  strict  and 
respectful  attention.  It  is  not  matter  for  surprise  that  we 
still  are  unable  to  see  the  error  alleged  to  exist  in  our  former 
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decision,  or  to  change  our  opinion  regarding  the  questions 
therein  involved. 

Upon  the  point  that  the  agre^nent  is  not  in  fact  one  in 
restraint  of  trade,  even  though  it  did  prevent  competition,  it 
must  be  admitted  that  the  former  argument  has  now  been 
much  enlarged  and  amplified,  and  a  general  and  most  mas- 
terly review  of  that  question  has  been  presented  by  counsel 
for  the  respondents.  That  this  agreement  does  in  fact  pre- 
vent competition,  and  that  it  must  have  been  so  intended,  we 
have  already  attempted  to  show.  Whether  stifling  competi- 
tion tends  directly  to  restrain  commerce  in  the  case  of  natu- 
rally competing  railroads,  is  a  question  upon  which  oounsel 
have  argued  with  very  great  ability.  They  admowledge 
that  this  agre^nent  purports  to  restrain  competition,  al- 
though, they  say,  in  a  very  slight  degree  and  on  a  single  point 
They  admit  that  if  competition  and  commerce  were  identical, 
being  but  different  names  for  the  same  thing,  then,  in  assum- 
ing to  restrain  competition  even  so  far,  it  would  be  assuming 
in  a  corresponding  degree  to  restrain  commerce.  Counsel 
then  add  (and  therein  we  entirely  agree  with  them)  that  no 
such  identity  can  be  pretended,  because  it  is  plain  that  c(»n- 
merce  can  and  does  take  place  on  a  large  scale  and  in  numer- 
ous forms  without  competition.  The  material  omsiderations 
therefore  turn  upon  the  effects  of  competition  upon  the 
business  of  railroads,  whether  they  are  favorable  to  the  oun- 
merce  in  which  the  roads  are  engaged,  or  unfavorable  and  in 
restraint  of  that  commerce.  Upon  that  question  it  is  con- 
tended that  agreements  between  railroad  companies  of  the 
[576]  nature  of  that  now  before  us  are  prcHnotive  instead  of 
in  restraint  of  trade. 

This  conclusion  is  readied  by  oounsel  after  an  examination 
of  the  peculiar  nature  of  railroad  property  and  the  alleged 
baneful  effects  of  competition  upon  it  and  also  upon  the  pub- 
lic It  is  stated  that  the  only  resort  open  to  railroads  to  save 
themselves  from  the  effects  of  a  ruinous  competition  is  that 
of  agreements  among  themselves  to  check  and  control  it  A 
ruinous  competition  is,  as  tliey  say,  apt  to  be  carried  on  until 
the  weakest  of  the  combatants  goes  to  destruction.  After 
that  the  survivor,  being  relieved  from  con4)etition,  proceeds 
to  raise  its  prices  as  high  as  the  bosineaB  will  bear.    Oom- 
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meroe,  it  is  said,  thus  finally  becomes  restrained  by  the  effects 
of  competitiion,  while,  at  tiiie  same  time,  otherwise  valnable 
railroad  property  is  thereby  destroyed  or  greatly  reduced  in 
value.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  general  tendency  of 
competition  among  competing  railroads  is  towards  lower 
rates  for  transportation,  and  the  result  of  lower  rates  is  gen- 
erally a  greater  demand  for  the  articles  so  transported,  and 
this  greater  demand  can  only  be  gratified  by  a  larger  supply, 
the  furnishing  of  which  increases  commerce.  This  is  the 
first  and  direct  result  of  competiti<m  among  railroad  carriers. 

In  Hie  absence  of  any  agreement  restraining  competition, 
this  result,  it  is  argued,  is  neutralized,  and  the  opposite  one 
finally  reached  by  reason  of  the  peculiar  nature  of  railroad 
property  which  must  be  operated  and  the  capital  invested  in 
which  cannot  be  withdrawn,  and  the  railroad  managers  are 
therefore,  as  is  claimed,  compelled  to  not  only  compete  among 
themselves  for  business,  but  also  to  carry  on  the  war  of  com- 
petition until  it  shall  terminate  in  the  utter  destruction  or  the 
buj^ing  up  of  the  weaker  roads,  after  which  the  survivor  will 
raise  the  rates  as  high  as  is  possible.  Thus  the  indirect  but 
final  effect  of  competition  is  claimed  to  be  the  raising  of 
rates  and  the  consequent  restraint  of  trade,  and  it  is  urged 
that  this  result  is  only  to  be  prevented  by  such  an  agreement 
as  we  have  here.  In  that  way  alone  it  is  said  that  competi- 
tion is  overcome,  and  general  uniformity  and  reasonableness 
of  rates  securely  established. 

[577]  The  natural,  direct  and  inmiediate  effect  of  compe- 
tition is,  however,  to  lower  rates,  and  to  thereby  increase  the 
demand  for  commodities,  the  supplying  of  which  increases 
commerce,  and  an  agreement,  whose  first  and  direct  effect  is 
to  prevent  this  play  of  competition,  restrains  instead  of  pro- 
moting trade  and  commerce.  Whether,  in  the  absence  of  an 
agreement  as  to  rates,  the  consequences  described  by  counsel 
will  in  fact  follow  as  a  result  of  competition,  is  a  matter  of 
very  great  uncertainty,  depending  upon  many  contingencies 
and  in  large  degree  upon  the  voluntary  action  of  the  man- 
agers of  the  several  roads.  Bailroad  companies  may  and 
often  do  continue  in  existence  and  engage  in  their  lawful 
traffic  at  some  profit,  although  they  are  competing  railroads 
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and  are  not  acting  under  any  agreement  or  oombination  with 
their  competitors  upon  the  subject  of  rates.  It  appears  from 
the  brief  of  counsel  in  this  case  that  the  agreement  in  ques- 
tion does  not  embrace  all  of  the  lines  or  systems  engaged  in 
the  business  of  railroad  transportation  between  Chicago  and 
the  Atlantic  coast  It  cannot  be  said  that  destructive  com- 
petition, or,  in  other  words,  war  to  the  death,  is  bound  to 
result  unless  an  agreement  or  combination  to  avoid  it  is 
entered  into  between  otherwise  competing  roads. 

It  is  not  only  possible  but  probable  that  good  sense  and 
integrity  of  purpose  would  prevail  among  the  managers,  and 
while  making  no  agreement  and  entering  into  no  combinatimi 
by  which  the  whole  railroad  interest  as  herein  represented 
should  act  as  one  combined  and  consolidated  body,  the 
managers  of  each  road  might  yet  make  such  reasonable 
charges  for  the  business  done  by  it  as  the  facts  might  justify. 
An  agreement  of  the  nature  of  this  one  which  directly  and 
effectually  stij9es  competition,  must  be  regarded  under  the 
statute  as  one  in  restraint  of  trade,  notwithstanding  there  are 
possibilities  that  a  restraint  of  trade  may  also  follow  competi- 
tion that  may  be  indulged  in  until  the  weaker  roads  are  com- 
pletely destroyed  and  the  survivor  thereafter  raises  rates  and 
maintains  them. 

Coming  to  the  conclusion  we  do,  in  regard  to  the  various 
questions   herein    discussed,   we   think    it   unnecessary    to 
[678]  further  allude  to  the  other  reasons  which  have  been 
advanced  for  a  reconsideration  of  the  decision  in  the  Tram- 
Missouri  case. 
TJie  judgments  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York  and  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit  are  re- 
versed^  and  the  case  remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  ioith 
directions  to  take  such  further  proceedings  therein  as 
may  he  in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 

Mr.  Justice  Orat,  Mr.  Justice  Shiras  and  Mr.  Justigb 
White  dissented. 

Mr.  Justice  McKbnka  took  no  part  in  the  decision  of  the 

case. 
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[6781  HOPKINS  v.  UNITED  STATES.* 

<;ERnORABI  TO  THE  CIRCUIT  COURT  OP  APPEALS  POR  THE  EIGHTH 

CIRCUIT. 

No.  210.    Argued  Febniarj  28,  ICarch  1,  1898.— Decided  October  S4,  IflOa. 

[171  U.  S.,  57a] 

The  Kansas  City  Live  Stock  Exchange  was  an  unlncorporat^  yolnn- 
teer  association  of  men,  doing  business  at  its  stock  yards,  situated 
partly  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and  partly  across  the  line  sep- 
arating Kansas  City,  Missouri,  from  Kansas  City,  Kansas.  The 
business  of  its  members  was  to  receive  indiTidually  consignments  of 
cattle,  bogs,  and  other  live  stodc  from  owners  of  the  same,  not 
only  in  the  States  of  Missouri  and  Kansas,  but  also  in  other  States 
and  Territories,  and  to  feed  such  stock,  and  to  prepare  it  for  the 
market,  to  dispose  of  the  same,  to  receiye  the  proceeds  thereof 
from  the  purchasers,  and  to  pay  the  owners  their  proportion  of 
such  proceeds,  after  deducting  charges,  expenses  and  adyances. 
The  members  were  indiTidually  in  the  habit  of  soliciting  consign- 
ments from  the  owners  of  such  stock,  and  of  making  them  ad- 
yances thereon.  The  rules  of  the  association  forbade  members  from 
buying  live  stock  from  a  commisison  merchant  in  Kansas  City,  not 
a  member  of  the  exchange.  They  also  fixed  the  commission  for 
selling  such  live  stock,  prohibited  the  employment  of  agents  to 
solicit  consignments  except  upon  a  stipulated  salary,  and  forbade 
the  sending  of  prepaid  telegrams  or  telephone  messages,  with  in- 
formation as  to  the  condition  of  the  markets.  It  was  also  provided 
that  no  member  should  transact  business  with  any  person  yio- 
[579]  lating  the  rules  and  regulations,  or  with  an  exi)elled  or  sus- 
pended member  after  notice  of  such  violation.  Held,  that  the  situa- 
tion of  the  yards,  partly  in  Kansas  and  partly  in  Missouri,  was  a 
fact  without  any  weight;  that  such  business  or  occupation  of  the 
several  members  of  the  association  was  not  interstate  commerce, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  c.  047,  **  to  protect 
trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies ; " 
and  that  that  act  does  not  cover,  and  was  not  intended  to  cover, 
such  kind  of  agreements.^ 

a  This  suit  was  begun  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  Kansas,  which  court  granted  the  prayers  in  the  bill  ask- 
ing for  the  dissolution  of  the  Kansas  City  Live  Stock  Exchange,  and 
for  an  injunction  restraining  defendant  from  enforcing  or  acting  pur- 
suant to  the  rules  and  by-laws  of  that  association  (82  Fed.,  529). 
See  p.  725.  Appeal  was  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals, 
Eighth  Circuit,  and  removed  from  there  to  the  Supreme  Court  by 
writ  of  certiorari  (84  Fed.  1018).  See  p.  748.  Decree  reversed  by 
Supreme  Court,  with  directions  to  dismiss  the  bill  (171  U.  S.,  578). 

>The  foregoing  vyllabna  copyrighted,  1898,  by  Banks  &  Bros. 
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[The  boslnesB  of  buying  and  selling  liye-stock  at  stock  yards  in  a  cHy 
by  members  of  a  stock  exchange  as  commission  merchants  Is  not 
Interstate  commerce,  although  most  of  the  purchases  and  sales  are 
of  lire  stock  sent  from  other  states,  and  the  members  of  the  stod^ 
exchange  are  employed  to  sell  by  letter  from  the  owners  of  the  stodL 
In  other  states,  and  send  agents  to  other  states  to  solicit  boslness, 
and  adyance  money  to  the  cattle  owners,  and  pay  their  drafts,  and 
aid  thepi  in  making  the  cattle  fit  for  market] 

[A  by-law  of  the  Kansas  City  Liye-Stock  Exchange,  which  regulates 
the  commissions  to  be  charged  by  members  of  that  as8oclati<m  for 
selling  live  stock  is  not  in  restraint  of  Interstate  commerce,  or  a 
Ylolatlon  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  to  protect  commerce  from  un- 
lawful restraints.] 

[A  commission  agent  who  sells  cattle  at  their  place  of  destination, 
which  are  sent  from  another  state  to  be  sold.  Is  not  ^igaged  in  in- 
terstate commerce;  nor  is  his  agrreement  with  others  in  the  same 
business,  as  to  the  commissions  to  be  charged  for  such  sales,  void  as 
a  contract  in  restraint  of  that  commerce.] 

[In  order  to  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the  direct 
effect  of  an  agreement  or  combinati(m  must  be  in  restraint  of 
trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or  with  foreign 
nations.] 

[Restrictions  on  sliding  prepaid  telegrams  or  tdephone  messages, 
made  by  a  by-law  of  a  liye-stock  excdiange,  when  these  restricticMis 
are  merely  for  the  regulation  of  the  business  of  the  members,  and 
do  not  affect  the  business  of  the  tel^rraph  company,  are  not  void 
as  regulations  of  interstate  commerce.] 

[The  business  of  agents  in  soliciting  consignments  of  cattle  to  com- 
mission merchants  in  another  state  for  sale.  Is  not  interstate  com- 
merce ;  and  a  by-law  of  a  stock  exchange  restricting  the  number  of 
solicitors  to  three  does  not  restrain  that  commerce  or  violate  liie 
act  of  Oongresfl.] 

[The  fact  that  a  state  line  runs  through  8to<^  yards,  and  that  sales 
may  be  made  of  a  lot  of  stock  In  the  yards  which  may  be  partly  in 
one  state  and  partly  In  another,  has  no  effect  to  make  the  bushieBS 
of  selling  stock  interstate  commerce.] 

[A  combination  of  commission  merchants  at  stodc  yards,  by  which 
they  refuse  to  do  business  with  those  who  are  not  members  of 
their  association,  even  if  it  is  Illegal,  is  not  subject  to  the  act  of 
Oongress  of  July  2, 1890,  to  protect  trade  and  commerce,  since  tlieir 
business  is  not  interstate  commerce.] 

This  suit  was  cimunenoed  by  the  United  States  attorney 
for  the  District  of  Kansas,  acting  under  tlie  direction  and  by 

a  The  following  paragraphs  inclosed  in  brackets  are  taken  from  the 
syllabus  to  this  case  in  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Ck>urt  Reports,  Book  4S, 
p.  29a    Copyrighted,  1899,  by  The  Lawyers'  Co-OperatlTe  Publishing  Ca 
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the  authority  of  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States, 
agai&st  H^iry  Hoi^dnfi  and  the  other  defendants,  residents 
of  <3ie  State  of  Kansas  and  members  of  a  voluntary  unin- 
corporated aSBOoiation,  known  and  designated  as  the  Kansas 
Gtf  lire  Stock  Exchange.  The  purpose  of  the  action  is  to 
obtwin  the  dissolution  of  the  exchange,  and  to  perpetually 
en}oin  the  members  from  entering  into  or  from  continuing  in 
any  cKNBibinataon  of  a  like  character. 

Afi  6  foundation  for  the  relief  sought  it  was  alleged  in  the 
Inll  that  the  members  of  this  association,  known  as  the  Kansas 
City  Lite  Stock  Exchange,  have  adopted  articles  of  as- 
sociation, rules  and  by-laws  which  they  have  agreed  to  be 
boimd  by ;  that  the  business  of  the  exchange  is  carried  on  and 
ccmducted  by  a  board  of  directors  at  the  Kansas  City  stock 
yards,  whidi  are  situated  partly  in  Kansas  City  in  the  State 
of  Missouri  and  partly  in  Kansas  City  in  tlie  State  of  Kansas, 
the  building  owned  by  the  ^odc  yards  company  being  located 
one  half  of  it  in  the  State  of  Missouri  and  the  other  half  in 
the  State  of  Kansas,  and  half  of  the  defendants  have  offices 
and  taransaet  buedness  in  these  stock  yards  and  in  that  part 
of  the  building  which  is  within  the  State  of  Kansas,  and  the 
oth^  half  in  that  part  of  the  building  which  is  in  the  State 
of  Missouri;  that  the  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards  Company 
is  s  corporation  owning  the  dtock  yards,  where  the  business 
is  done  by  the  members  of  the  exchange;  that  substantially 
all  the  business  transacted  in  the  matter  of  receiving,  buy- 
ing, sdling  and  handling  their  live  stock  at  Kansas  City  is 
carried  on  by  the  defendants  herein  and  by  the  other  members 
of  tiie  exdiange  as  commissicm  merdiants,  and  that  large 
numbers  of  the  live  stock,  consisting  [580]  of  cattle  and  hogs 
and  fibeep  bought  and  sold  and  handled  at  tiie  stock  yards 
by  the  defMidants  and  their  fellow  members  in  the  exchange, 
are  shipped  from  the  States  of  Nebraska,  Colorado,  Texas, 
Missouri,  Iowa,  and  Kansas,  and  the  Territories  of  Okla- 
homa, Ari2ona  and  New  Mexico;  that  when  this  stock  is 
reorived  at  the  stock  yards  it  is  sold  by  the  defendants, 
DMnbers  of  the  exchange,  to  the  various  packing  houses  situ- 
ated at  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and  Kansas  City,  Kansas,  and 
it  is  also  sold  for  shipment  to  the  various  other  markets,  par- 
tidilai'ly  CSiicago,  St  Louis  and  New  York ;  that  vast  numbers 
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of  cattle,  hogs  and  other  live  stock  are  received  annually  at  the 
stock  yards  and  handled  by  the  members  of  the  exchange. 

The  bill  also  alleges  that  large  numbers  of  the  live  stock 
sold  at  the  stock  yards  by  the  defendants  are  incumbered  by 
mortgages  thereon,  executed  by  their  owners  in  the  various 
States  and  Territories,  which  mortgages  have  been  given  to 
various  defendants  as  security  for  money  advanced  by  them 
to  the  different  owners  to  enable  them  to  feed  and  prepare  the 
cattle  for  market,  and  that  when  the  live  stock  so  mortgaged 
are  ready  for  shipment,  they  are  sent  to  the  defendants  who 
have  advanced  the  money  and  received  the  mortgages,  and  on 
the  sale  of  the  stock  the  amount  of  these  advances  and  in* 
terest  is  deducted  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  cattle 
by  the  commission  merchants  owning  the  mortgages;  that 
ninety  per  cent  of  the  members  of  the  exchange  make  such 
advances,  and  that  the  market  is  largely  sustained  by  means 
of  the  money  thus  advanced  to  the  cattle  raisers  by  the  de- 
fendants, and  that  Kansas  City  is  the  only  place  for  many 
miles  about,  which  constitutes  an  available  market  for  the 
purchase  and  sale  of  live  stock  from  the  large  territory 
located  in  the  States  and  Territories  already  named ;  that  it  is 
the  custom  of  the  owners  of  the  cattle,  many  of  them  living 
in  different  states,  and  who  consign  their  stock  to  the  Kansas 
City  stock  yards  for  sale  to  draw  drafts  on  the  commissi(Hi 
merchants  to  whom  the  live  stock  is  consigned,  which  the 
consignors  attach  to  the  bill  of  lading  issued  by  the  carrier, 
and  the  money  on  these  drafts  is  advanced  by  the  local  banks 
throughout  the  western  States  [681]  and  Territories.  These 
drafts  are  paid  by  the  consignees  and  the  proceeds  remitted 
to  the  various  owners  through  the  banks. 

The  business  thus  conducted  is  alleged  to  be  interstate  com- 
merce, and  it  is  further  alleged  that  if  the  person  to  whom 
the  live  stock  is  consigned  at  Kansas  City  is  not  a  member  of 
the  exchange,  he  is  not  permitted  to  and  cannot  sell  or  dis- 
pose of  the  stock  at  the  Kansas  City  market,  for  the  reason 
that  the  defendants,  and  aU  the  other  commission  merchants, 
members  of  the  exchange,  refuse  to  buy  live  stock  or  in  any 
manner  negotiate  or  deal  with  or  buy  from  a  person  or  com- 
mission merchant  who  is  not  a  member  of  the  exchange,  and 
thus  the  owner  of  live  stock  shipped  to  the  Kandas  City  mar- 
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ket  is  compelled  to  re-ship  the  same  to  other  markets,  and  by 
reason  of  the  milawful  combination  existing  among  the 
defendants  and  the  other  members  of  the  exchange  the  owner 
is  prevented  from  delivering  this  stock  at  the  Kansas  City 
stock  yards,  and  the.  sale  of  stock  is  thereby  hindered  and 
delayed,  entailing  extra  expense  and  loss  to  tbe  shipper,  and 
placing  an  obstruction  and  embargo  on  the  marketing  of  all 
live  stock  shipped  from  the  States  and  Territories  to  the 
Kansas  City  market  which  is  not  consigned  to  the  stock 
yards  company  or  to  the  defendants,  or  some  of  them,  mem- 
bers of  the  stock  exchange. 

It  is  alleged  that  the  defendants,  as  members  of  the  ex- 
change, have  adopted  certain  rules,  among  them  being  rules 
9  and  16,  which  are  particularly  alleged  to  be  in  restraint 
of  trade  and  commerce  between  the  States,  and  intended  to 
create  a  monopoly,  in  contravention  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  in  that  behalf. 

Kule  9  provides  as  follows: 

"SconoN  1.  Oommissionft  charged  by  members  of  this  association 
for  selling  live  stock  shall  not  be  less  than  the  following  named 
rates." 

Sections  2,  3,  4,  5,  6  and  7  relate  to  the  amounts  of  such 
commissions,  and  it  is  alleged  that  in  some  instances  the  com- 
missions are  greater  than  had  theretofore  been  paid. 

Section  8  permits  the  members  to  handle  the  business  of 
[582]  non-resident  commission  firms  when  the  stock  is  con- 
signed directly  to  or  from  such  firm,  at  half  the  rates  fixed 
by  the  rule,  provided  the  non-resident  commission  firms  are 
established  at  the  markets  named  in  the  section. 

Section  10  prohibits  the  employment  of  any  agent,  solic- 
itor or  employe  except  upon  a  stipulated  salary  not  contin- 
gent upon  the  commissions  earned,  and  it  provides  that  not 
more  tlian  three  solicitors  shall  be  employed  at  one  time  by 
a  commission  firm  or  corporation,  resident  or  non-resident  of 
Kansas  City. 

Section  11  forbids  any  member  of  the  exchange  from  send- 
ing or  causing  to  be  sent  a  prepaid  telegram  or  telephone 
message  quoting  the  markets  or  giving  information  as  to  the 
condition  of  the  same,  under  the  penalty  of  a  fine  as  therein 
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stated.  The  rule,  however,  pennite  prapaid  messages  to  be 
sent  to  shippers  quoting  actual  sales  of  their  stock  on  the  date 
made;  also  to  parties  desiring  to  make  purchases  on  the 
market. 

Bule  16  i»t>yide6,  in  secticm  1,  ^^  Ilia(  no  member  of  the  ex 
change  diall  transact  business  with  any  persons  violating  any 
of  the  rules  or  r^ulations  of  the  exchange,  or  with  an  ex- 
pelled or  suspended  member  after  notice  of  such  violation, 
suspension  or  expulsion  ^all  have  been  issued  by  the  secre- 
tary or  board  of  directors  of  the  exchange." 

It  is  alleged  that  the  defendants  in  adopting  these  rules 
and  in  forming  the  exchange  and  carrying  out  the  same  have 
violated  and  are  violating  the  statute  of  the  United  States, 
approved  July  2, 1890,  c  647,  26  Stat  209,  entitled  "  An  act 
to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints 
and  monopolies,''  and  it  is  charged  that  it  was  the  purpose 
of  the  defendants,  in  organizing  the  exchange  and  in  adopt- 
ing the  rules  mentioned,  to  prevent  the  shipment  or  consign- 
ment of  any  live  stock  to  the  Kansas  City  market  unless  it 
was  shipped  or  consigned  to  the  Kansas  City  stock  yards 
and  to  some  one  or  other  of  the  defendants,  members  of  the 
exchange,  and  to  compel  the  shippers  of  live  stock  from  other 
States  and  from  the  Territories  to  pay  to  the  defendants  the 
commissions  and  charges  provided  for  in  rule  9,  and  to  pre- 
prevent  such  shippers  [583]  from  placing  their  property  on 
sale  at  the  Kansas  City  market  unless  these  commissions, 
were  paid. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants  admitted  their  forming  the 
exchange  and  becoming  members  thereof,  and  adopting, 
among  others,  the  rules  specially  mentioned  in  complainants' 
bill.  They  denied  that  the  exchange  itself  engaged  in  any 
business  whatever,  and  alleged  that  it  existed  simply  in 
order  to  prescribe  rules  and  provide  facilities  for  the  transac- 
tion of  business  by  the  members  thereof,  and  to  govern  them 
by  such  rules  and  regulations  as  have  been  evolved  and  sanc- 
tioned by  the  developments  of  commerce,  and  which  are 
universally  recognized  to  be  just  and  fair  to  all  concerned. 

It  was  further  set  up  in  the  answer  that  each  member  of 
the  organization  was  in  fact  left  free  to  compete  in  every 
manner,  and  by  all  means  recognized  to  be  fair  and  just,  for 
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his  share  of  the  bnsiiiess  whieh  coomb  to  the  point  at  which 
the  members  of  the  organization  do  business;  that  in  adopt- 
ing their  rales  they  followed  in  all  substantial  respects  the 
provisions  which  had  been  made  upon  the  same  subject  re- 
spectively by  the  exchanges  theretofore  established  at 
Chicago  and  East  St.  Louis,  Illinois,  and  which  have  been 
since  established  at  St.  Louis^  Omaha,  Indianapolis,  Buf- 
falo, Sioux  City  and  Fort  Worth ;  and  that  the  exchange  at 
no  time  refused  ta  admit  as  a  member  any  reputable  person 
who  was  willing  to  comply  with  the  conditions  of  member- 
ship and  to  abide  by  the  rules  of  the  organissation. 

Various  allegations  in  the  bill  as  to  the  effect  of  the  ot- 
ganization  in  precluding  any  sales  or  purchases  of  cattle 
oth«r  than  by  its  members  are  denied. 

The  defendants  also  deny  that  the  exercise  of  their  occu- 
pation as  commission  merchants,  doing  businesB  as  members 
of  the  exchange,  constitutes  or  amounts  to  interstate  com- 
merce, within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  or  laws  of 
the  United  States.  They  allege  that  they  have  no  part  in  or 
control  over  the  disposition  of  the  live  stock  sold  by  them  to 
others,  nor  of  live  stock  purchased  by  them  as  commission 
merchants  acting  for  others.  They  allege  that  the  stock 
yards  company  permits  any  person  whatsoever  to  transact 
buianess  at  its  yards  who  [584]  will  pay  the  established 
charges  of  that  company  for  its  services,  and  that  in  point 
of  fact  a  Yerj  large  part  of  the  business  done  at  said  yards  is 
transacted  by  persons  who  are  not  members  of  the  exchange, 
and  without  the  interposition  of  such  members.  It  is  also 
alleged  in  their  answer  that  they  are  under  no  obligations 
to  extend  the  privileges  of  the  exchange  to  a  person  who  is 
not  a  member  thereof,  who  has  violated  its  rules  and  been 
suspended  from  membership,  and  who  has  voluntarily  with- 
drawn therefrom,  and  announced  his  purpose  to  carry  <m  his 
business  as  a  competitor  of  the  members  of  such  exchange, 
to  the  destruction  of  said  organization  and  its  rules  and  to 
the  injury  of  his  competitors. 

It  is  also  set  up  that  defendants  cannot  be  compelled  to 
deal  with  a  non-member  of  their  organization,  or  a  person 
violating  its  rules,  or  with  one  who  has  been  suspended  for 
such  violation,  or  who  has  withdrawn  therefrom,  or  who 
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has  aimounoed  his  intention  to  destroy  said  organization  and 
to  compete  with  the  members  thereof,  and  the  def endantB 
allege  that  they  cannot  be  compelled  to  deal  with  any  per- 
son whatsoever,  and  that  they  had  a  right  to  establisli  said 
exchange,  and  now  have  the  right  to  maintain  the  same,  and 
to  require  the  observance  of  its  rules  and  regulations  on  the 
part  of  their  associates,  so  long  as  they  desire  to  retain  the 
privileges  of  membership  in  the  body.  They  allege  that  their 
rules  are  in  harmony  with  the  rules  and  regulations  of  com- 
mercial exchanges  which  have  existed  for  more  than  a  hun- 
dred years,  and  which  are  now  to  be  found  in  every  State 
almost  in  the  United  States,  and  throughout  the  world,  and 
that  such  rules  and  regulations  are  in  all  respects  legal  and 
binding.  They  deny  all  general  and  special  allegations  of 
illegal  agreements,  combinations  or  conspiracies  to  violate 
any  law  of  the  United  States,  or  of  the  State  of  Kansas, 

The  complainants,  in  addition  to  their  bill,  used  several 
affidavits,  the  tendency  of  which  was  to  show  that  by  virtue 
of  the  adoption  of  rules  9  and  16,  the  members  of  the  ex- 
change refused  to  deal  with  one  who  had  violated  a  rule  and 
had  been  suspended  by  reason  thereof,  and  that  by  reason  of 
this  refusal  to  do  business,  the  member  thus  suspended  was 
[686]  substantially  incapacitated  from  carrying  on  his  busi- 
ness as  a  commission  merchant,  and  that  by  this  combina- 
tion defendants,  in  forming  such  rule  and  in  adhering  to 
it,  have  greatly  injured  the  business  of  such  member. 

The  defendants  read  counter-affidavits  for  the  purpose  of 
sustaining  their  answer,  which  were  replied  to  by  the  com- 
plainants filing  affidavits  in  rebuttal,  and  upon  these  affidavits 
and  the  pleadings  above  described  an  application  for  an  in- 
junction was  made  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Kansas,  First  Division.  That  court,  after 
argument,  granted  an  injunction  restraining  the  defendants 
from  combining  by  contract,  express  or  implied,  so  as  by  their 
acts,  conduct  or  words  to  interfere  with,  hinder  or  impede 
others  in  shipping,  trading,  selling  or  buying  live  stock  that 
is  received  from  the  States  and  Territories  at  the  stock  yards 
in  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  and  Kansas  City,  Kansas;  also 
enjoining  them  from  acting  under  the  rules  of  the  exchange 
known  as  rules  9  and  16,  and  from  attempting  to  impose  any 
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fines  or  penalties  upon  members  for  trading  or  offering  to 
trade  with  any  person  respecting  the  purchase  and  sale  of 
any  live  stock;  and  also  from  discriminating  in  favor  of  any 
member  of  the  exchange  because  of  such  membership,  and 
especially  from  discriminating  against  any  person  trading  at 
the  stock  yards,  and  from  refusing,  by  united  or  concerted 
action,  or  by  word,  persuasion,  threat  or  by  other  means,  to 
deal  or  trade  with  persons  with  respect  to  such  live  stock  who 
are  not  members  of  the  associaticm,  because  they  are  not 
members  of  such  association,  or  in  any  manner  tram  interfer- 
ing with  the  ri^t  and  freedom  of  aU  and  any  perscms  trading 
or  desiring  to  trade  in  such  live  stock  at  the  stock  yards,  the 
same  as  if  the  exchange  did  not  exist  The  defendants  were 
also  enjoined  from  agreeing  or  attempting  to  limit  the  right 
of  any  person  in  business  at  the  Kansas  City  stock  yards  to 
employ  labor  or  assistance  in  soliciting  shipments  of  live 
stock  from  other  States  or  Territories,  and  from  enforcing 
any  agreement  not  to  send  prepaid  telegrams  from  the  stock 
yards  to  any  other  State  or  Territory. 

The  District  Judge  delivered  an  opinion  upon  granting  the 
[686]  injunction,  which  will  be  found  reported  in  82  Fed. 
Rep.  529.  From  the  order  granting  it  an  appeal  was  taken 
by  the  defendants  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Ap- 
peals for  the  Eighth  Circuit,  which  court  certified  to  tUs 
court  certain  questions  under  the  provisions  of  section  6  of 
the  act  of  March  8,  1891,  and  thereupon  a  writ  of  certiorari 
was  issued  from  tUs  court,  and  the  whole  case  brought  h^re 
for  decision. 

Mr.  L.  C.  Krauthoff  for  Hopkins  and  others. 

Mr.  John  S.  MiUer  filed  a  brief  for  same. 

Mr.  Gustavua  A.  Koemer  filed  a  brief  for  same. 

Mr.  Samuel  W.  Moore  for  the  United  States.  Mr.  Solicitor 
General  was  on  his  brief. 

Mb.  Justice  Peckham,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

The  relief  sought  in  this  case  is  based  exclusively  on  the  act 
of  Ccmgress  approved  July  2,  1890,  c  647,  entitled  **An  act 
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to  protect  trade  ^nd  commeroe  against  unlawful  restraintB 
and  monopolies,'*  commonly  spoken  of  as  the  Anti-Tmst  act 
26  Stat  209. 

The  act  has  reference  only  to  that  trade  or  commerce  which 
exists,  or  may  exist,  among  the  several  States  or  with  fbcttgn 
nations,  and  has  no  application  whatever  to  any  other  trade 
or  commerce. 

The  question  meeting  us  at  the  threehcdd,  therefore,  iB  this 
case  is,  what  is  the  nature  of  the  business  of  the  defendantB, 
and  are  the  by-laws,  or  any  subdivision  of  them  above  re- 
ferred to,  in  their  direct  effect  in  restraint  of  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  States  or  with  foreign  nations;  or 
does  the  case  made  by  the  bill  and  answ^  show  that  any  one 
of  the  above  defendants  has  monopolized,  or  attempted  to 
monopolize,  or  combined  or  conspired  with  othw  perscms  to 
monopolize,  any  part  of  the  trade  or  cosomerce  among  the 
several  States  or  with  foreign  nations! 

[687]  That  part  of  the  bill  which  aUeges  that  no  one  is 
permitted  to  do  business  at  the  cattle  Biarket  at  Kansas  City 
unless  he  is  a  member  of  this  exchange,  does  not  mean  that 
there  is  any  regulation  at  the  stock  yards  by  which  one  who 
is  not  a  member  of  the  exchange  is  prevented  from  doing 
business,  although  ready  to  pay  the  established  diaigce  of 
the  stock  yards  company  for  its  services;  but  it  simfdy 
means  that  by  reason  of  the  members  of  the  exchange  re- 
fusing to  do  business  with  those  who  are  not  memb^  the 
non-member  cannot  obtain  the  facilities  of  a  market  ior  his 
cattle  such  as  the  members  of  the  exchange  enjoy.  It  is  un- 
necessary at  present  to  discuss  the  question  whether  there  is 
any  -illegality  in  a  combination  of  business  men  who  are 
members  of  an  exchange  not  to  do  business  with  those  who 
are  not  members  thereof,  even  if  the  business  done  were  in 
regard  to  interstate  commerce.  The  first  inquiry  to  be  made 
is  as  to  the  character  of  the  business  in  which  defendants  are 
engaged,  and  if  it  be  not  interstate  commerce,  the  validity 
of  this  agreement  not  to  transact  their  business  with  non- 
members  does  not  c(»ne  before  us  for  decisicm. 

We  come,  therefore,  to  the  inquiry  as  to  the  nature  of  the 
business  or  occupation  that  the  defendants  are  oigaged  in. 
Is  it  interstate  commerce  in  the  sense  of  that  word  as  it  has 
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been  used  and  understood  in  the  decisions  of  this  oonrtf  Or 
is  it  a  business  which  is  an  aid  or  ifacility  to  oommeroe,  and 
which,  if  it  affect  interstate  commerce  at  all,  does  so  only 
in  an  indirect  and  incidental  manner. 

As  set  forth  in  the  record,  the  main  facts  are  that  the 
defendants  have  entered  into  a  volimtary  associaticm  for  the 
purpose  of  thereby  the  better  conducting  their  business,  and 
that  after  they  had  entered  into  such  association  they  still 
ccmtinued  their  individual  business  in  full  competition  with 
each  other,  and  that  the  association  itself,  as  an  association, 
does  no  business  whatever,  but  is  simply  a  means  by  and 
throu^  which  the  individual  members  who  have  become 
tiius  associated  are  the  hettear  enabled  to  transact  their  busi- 
ness;  to  maintain  and  uphold  a  proper  way  of  doing  it; 
and  to  create  the  means  for  ju^eserving  business  integrity 
in  the  transaction  [686]  of  the  business  itself.  The  busiiMSS 
of  defendants  is  primarily  and  substantially  the  buying  and 
selling,  in  their  character  as  commission  merchants,  at  the 
stock  yards  in  Kansas  City,  live  stodc  which  has  been  con- 
signed to  some  of  them  for  the  purpose  of  sale,  and  the  ren- 
dering of  an  account  of  the  i»oceeds  arising  therefrom.  The 
sale  or  purchase  of  Hve  stock  as  commission  merchants  at 
Kansas  City  is  the  business  done,  and  its  character  is  not 
altered  because  the  larger  proportion  of  the  purchases  and 
sales  may  be  of  live  stock  sent  into  the  State  from  oUier 
States  ot  from  the  Territories.  Where  the  stock  came  from 
or  where  it  may  ultimatdy  ^  after  a  sale  gt  purchase,  pro- 
cured through  the  services  of  (me  of  the  defendants  at  the 
Kansas  City  stock  yards,  is  not  the  substantial  factor  in  the 
case.  The  character  of  the  business  of  defendants  must,  in 
this  case,  be  determined  by  the  facts  occurring  at  that  city. 

If  an  owner  of  cattle  in  Nebraska  accompanied  them  to 
Kansas  City  and  there  personally  employed  one  of  these 
defendants  to  sell  the  cattle  at  tfa^ft  stock  yards  for  him  on 
commission,  could  it  be  properly  said  that  such  defendant 
in  conducting  the  sale  for  his  principal  was  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce?  Or  that  an  agreement  between  himself 
and  others  not  to  render  such  services  for  less  than  a  certain 
sum  was  a  contract  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  com- 
moroei    We  think  not    On  the  contrary,  we  regard  the 
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services  as  collateral  to  such  commerce  and  in  the  nature  of 
a  local  aid  or  facility  provided  for  the  cattle  owner  towards 
the  accomplishment  of  his  purpose  to  sell  them;  and  an 
agreement  among  those  who  render  the  services  relating  to 
the  terms  upon  which  they  will  render  them  is  not  a  con- 
tract in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce. 
.  Is  the  true  character  of  the  transaction  altered  when  the 
owner,  instead  of  coming  from  Nebraska  with  his  cattle, 
sends  them  by  a  common  carrier  consigned  to  one  of  the 
defendants  at  Elansas  City  with  directions  to  sell  the  cattle 
and  render  him  an  account  of  the  proceeds?  The  services 
rendered  are  the  same  in  both  instances,  only  in  one  case 
they  are  rendered  imder  a  verbal  contract  made  at  Kansas 
[589]  City  personally,  while  in  the  other  they  are  rendered 
imder  written  instructions  from  the  ownw  given  in  another 
State.  This  difference  in  the  manner  of  making  the  con- 
tract for  the  services  cannot  alter  the  nature  of  the  services 
themselves.  If  the  person,  under  the  circumstances  stated, 
who  makes  a  sale  of  the  cattle  for  the  owner  by  virtue  of  a 
personal  employment  at  Kansas  City,  is  not  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce  when  he  makes  such  sale,  we  regard  it  as 
dear  that  he  is  not  so  engaged,  although  he  has  been  em- 
ployed by  means  of  a  written  communication  from  the  owner 
of  the  cattle  in  another  State. 

The  by-laws  of  the  exchange  relate  to  the  business  of  its 
members  who  are  commission  merchants  at  Kansas  City, 
and  some  of  these  by-laws,  it  is  claimed  by  the  Government, 
are  in  violation  of  the  act  of  Congress,  because  they  are  in 
restraint  of  that  business  which  is  in  truth  interstate  com- 
merce That  one  of  the  by-laws  which  relates  to  the  com- 
missions to  be  charged  for  selling  the  various  kinds  of  sbcKk, 
is  particularly  cited  as  a  violation  of  the  act  In  connection 
with  that  by-law  it  will  be  well  to  examine  with  some  detail 
the  nature  of  the  defendants  business. 

It  is  urged  that  they  are  active  promoters  of  the  business 
of  selling  cattle  upon  consignment  from  their  owners  in  other 
States,  and  that  in  order  to  secure  the  business  the  defendants 
send  their  agents  into  other  States  to  the  owners  of  the  cattle 
to  solicit  the  business  from  them;  that  the  defendants  also 
lend  money  to  the  cattle  owners  and  take  back  mortgafeB 
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upon  the  cattle  as  security  for  the  loan;  that  they  make 
advances  of  a  portion  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  cattle  to  be 
sold,  by  means  of  the  payment  of  drafts  drawn  upon  them  by 
the  shippers  of  the  cattle  in  another  State  at  the  time  of  the 
shipment  All  these  things,  it  is  said,  constitute  intercourse 
and  traffic  between  the  citizens  of  different  States,  and  hence 
the  by-law  in  question  operates  upon  and  affects  commerce 
between  the  States. 

The  facts  stated  do  not,  in  our  judgment,  in  any  degree 
alter  the  nature  of  the  services  performed  by  the  defendants, 
nor  do  they  render  that  particular  by-law  void  as  in  restraint 
[590]  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce  because  it  provides  for 
a  minimum  amount  of  commissions  for  the  sale  of  the  cattle. 

Objections  are  taken  to  other  parts  of  the  by-laws  which 
we  will  notice  hereafter. 

Notwithstanding  these  various  matters  undertaken  by  de- 
fendants, we  must  keep  our  attention  upon  the  real  busi- 
ness transacted  by  them,  and  in  regard  to  which  the  section 
of  the  by-law  complained  of  is  made.  The  section  amounts 
to  an  agreement,  and  it  relates  to  charges  made  for  services 
performed  in  selling  cattle  upon  commission  at  Kansas  City. 
The  charges  relate  to  that  business  alone.  In  order  to  obtain 
it  the  defendants  advance  money  to  the  cattle  owner;  they 
pay  his  drafts,  and  they  aid  him  to  keep  his  cattle  and  make 
them  fit  for  the  market  All  this  is  done  as  a  means  towards 
an  end;  as  an  inducement  to  the  cattle  owner  to  give  one  of 
the  defendants  the  business  of  selling  the  cattle  for  him  when 
the  owner  shall  finally  determine  to  sell  them.  That  busi- 
ness is  not  altered  in  diaracter  because  of  the  various  things 
done  by  defendants  for  the  cattle  owner  in  order  to  secure  it. 
The  competition  among  the  defendants  and  others  who  may 
be  engaged  in  it,  to  obtain  the  business,  results  in  their  send- 
ing outside  the  city,  to  cattle  owners,  to  urge  them  by  dis- 
tinct and  various  inducements  to  send  their  cattle  to  one  of 
the  defendants  to  sell  for  them.  In  this  view  it  is  immaterial 
over  how  many  States  the  defendants  may  themselve  or  by 
their  agents  travel  in  order  to  thereby  secure  the  business. 
They  do  not  purchase  the  cattle  themselves ;  they  do  not  trans- 
port them.  They  receive  than  at  Kansas  City,  and  the  com- 
plaint made  is  in  regard  to  the  agreements  for  diarges  for  the 
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services  at  that  point  in  aeUiag  the  cattle  for  the  owner. 
Thus  eyerjrthing  at  last  centrea  at  the  market  at  Kansas  City, 
and  the  charges  are  for  servicee  there,  and  there  only,  per- 
formed. 

The  selling  of  an  article  at  its  destination,  which  has  been 
sent  from  another  State,  while  it  may  be  regarded  as  an 
interstate  sale  and  one  which  the  importer  was  entitled  to 
make,  yet  the  services  of  the  individual  employed  at  the  place 
where  the  article  is  sold  are  not  so  connected  with  the  subject 
sold  as  to  make  them  a  portion  of  interstate  commerce,  and  a 
[&91]  combination  in  regard  to  the  amount  to  be  charged  for 
such  service  is  not,  therefore,  a  combination  in  restraint  of 
that  trade  or  commerce.  Granting  that  the  cattle  themselves, 
because  coming  from  another  State,  are  articles  of  interstate 
commerce,  yet  it  does  not  therefore  follow  that  before  their 
sale  all  persons  performing  services  in  any  way  connected 
with  them  are  themselves  engaged  in  that  commerce,  or  that 
their  agreements  among  each  other  relative  to  the  compensa- 
tion to  be  charged  for  their  services  are  v^d  as  agreements 
made  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade.  The  commission  agent 
in  selling  the  cattle  for  their  owner  simply  aids  him  in  find- 
ing a  market;  but  the  facilities  thus  afforded  the  owner  by 
the  agent  are  not  of  such  a  nature  as  to  thereby  make  that 
agent  an  individual  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  nor  is 
his  agreement  with  others  engaged  in  the  same  business,  as 
to  the  terms  upon  which  they  would  provide  these  facilities, 
rendered  void  as  a  contract  in  restraint  of  that  conmierce. 
Even  all  agreem^its  among  buyers  of  cattle  from  other 
States  are  not  necessarily  a  violation  of  the  act,  although 
such  agreements  may  undoubtedly  affect  that  commerce. 

The  charges  of  the  agent  on  account  of  his  services  are 
nothing  more  than  charges  for  aids  or  facilities  furnished  the 
owner  whereby  his  object  may  be  the  more  easily  and  readily 
acccHnplished.  Qiarges  for  the  transportation  of  cattle  be- 
tween different  States  are  charges  for  doing  something  whidi 
is  one  of  the  forms  of  and  which  itsrif  constitutes  interstate 
trade  or  commerce,  while  charges  or  conmiissions  based  upon 
services  performed  for  the  owner  in  effecting  the  sale  of  the 
cattle  are  not  directly  connected  with,  as  forming  part  of,  in- 
terstate commwce,  although  the  cattle  may  have  come  from 
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another  State.  Charges  for  senrices  of  this  nature  do  not 
immediately  touch  or  act  upon  nor  do  they  directly  affect  the 
subject  of  the  transportation.  Indirectly  and  as  an  incident, 
they  may  enhance  the  cost  to  the  owner  of  the  cattle  in  find- 
ing  a  market,  or  they  may  add  to  the  price  paid  by  a  pur- 
chaser, but  they  are  not  charges  which  are  directly  laid  npon 
the  article  in  the  course  of  transportation,  and  which  are 
charges  upon  the  commerce  itself;  they  are  charges  for  the 
[698]  facilities  given  or  provided  the  owner  in  the  course  of 
the  movement  from  the  home  sittis  of  the  article  to  the  place 
and  point  where  it  is  sold. 

The  contract  condemned  by  the  statute  is  one  whose  direct 
and  immediate  effect  is  a  restraint  upon  that  kind  of  trade  or 
commerce  which  is  interstate.  Charges  for  sudi  facilities  as 
we  have  already  mentioned  are  not  a  restraint  upon  that 
trade,  although  the  total  cost  of  marketing  a  subject  thereof 
may  be  thereby  increased.  Charges  for  facilities  fumidied 
have  been  held  not  a  regulation  of  commerce,  even  when 
made  for  services  rendered  or  as  compensation  for  benefits 
conferred.  Sands  v.  Manistee  River  Improvement  Co.,  128 
U.  S.  288;  Monongahela  Navigation  Co.  v.  UnOed  States^ 
148  U.  S.  812,  829,  330;  Kentucky  dk  Indiana  Bridge  Com- 
pany V.  Louisville  dkc.  Railroad^  87  Fed.  Rep.  667. 

To  treat  as  condenmed  by  the  act  all  agreements  under 
which,  as  a  result,  the  cost  of  conducting  an  interstate  com- 
mercial business  may  be  increased  would  enlarge  the  applica- 
tion of  the  act  far  beyond  the  fair  meaning  of  the  kngua^ 
used.  There  must  be  some  direct  and  immediate  effect  upon 
interstate  conunerce  in  order  to  come  within  the  act.  The 
State  may  levy  a  tax  upon  the  earnings  of  a  commisri<m  mer- 
chant which  were  realized  out  of  the  sales  of  property  be- 
longing to  non-residents,  and  such  a  tax  is  not  one  upon  in- 
terstate commerce  because  it  affects  it  <mly  incidently  and 
remotely  although  certainly.  Ficklen  v.  Shelby  County  Tam- 
ing District,  145  U.  S.  1.  Many  agreements  suggest  tliem- 
selves  whidi  relate  only  to  facilities  furnished  commeroe,  or 
else  touch  it  only  in  an  indirect  way,  while  possibly  enhanc- 
ing the  cost  of  transacting  the  business,  and  which  at  the 
same  time  we  would  not  think  of  as  agreements  in  restraint  of 
interstate  trade  or  commerce.    They  are  agreements  which 
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in  their  effect  operate  in  fortheranoe  and  in  aid  of  ocmuneioe 
by  providing  for  it  facilities,  conveniences,  privileges  or 
services,  but  which  do  not  directly  relate  to  charges  for  its 
transportation,  nor  to  any  other  form  of  interstate  commerce. 
To  hold  all  such  agreements  void  would  in  our  judgment 
improperly  extend  the  act  to  matters  which  are  not  of  an 
interstate  commercial  nature. 

[689]  It  is  not  difficult  to  imagine  agreements  of  the  charac- 
ter above  indicated.  For  example,  cattle,  when  transported 
long  distances  by  rail,  require  rest,  food  and  water.  To  give 
them  these  accommodations  it  is  necessary  to  take  them  from 
the  car  and  put  them  in  pens  or  other  places  for  their  safe 
reception.  Would  an  agreement  among  the  landowners  along 
the  line  not  to  lease  their  lands  for  less  than  a  certain  sum  be 
a  contract  within  the  statute  as  being  in  restraint  of  inter- 
state trade  or  commerce  ?  Would  it  be  such  a  contract  even  if 
the  lands,  or  some  of  them,  were  necessary  for  use  in  furnish- 
ing the  cattle  with  suitable  accommodations?  Would  an 
agreement  between  the  dealers  in  com  at  some  station  al<Hig 
the  line  of  the  road  not  to  sell  it  below  a  certain  price  be  cov- 
ered by  the  act,  because  the  cattle  must  have  com  for  food? 
Or  would  an  agreement  among  the  men  not  to  perform  the 
service  of  watering  the  cattle  for  less  than  a  certain  ocMnpen- 
sation  come  within  the  restriction  of  the  statute!  Suppose 
the  railroad  company  which  transports  the  cattle  itself  fur- 
nishes the  facilities,  and  that  its  charges  for  transportation 
are  enhanced  because  of  an  agreement  among  the  landowners 
along  the  line  not  to  lease  their  lands  to  the  company  for  such 
purposes  for  less  than  a  named  sum,  could  it  be  successfully 
contended  that  the  agreement  of  the  landowners  among  them- 
selves would  be  a  violation  of  the  act  as  being  in  restraint  of 
interstate  trade  or  commerce  i  Would  an  agre^nent  between 
builders  of  cattle  cars  not  to  build  them  under  a  certain  price 
be  void  because  the  effect  might  be  to  increase  the  price  of 
transportation  of  cattle  between  the  States  t  Would  an  agree- 
ment among  dealers  in  horse  blankets  not  to  sell  th^n  for  less 
than  a  certain  price  be  open  to  the  charge  of  a  violation  of 
the  act  because  horse  blankets  are  necessary  to  put  on  horses 
to  be  sent  long  journeys  by  rail,  and  by  reason  of  the  agree- 
ment the  expense  of  sending  the  horses  fr<»n  one  State  to  an- 
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other  for  a  market  might  be  thereby  enhanced  t  Would  an 
agreement  among  cattle  drivers  not  to  drive  the  cattle 
after  their  arrival  at  the  railroad  depot  at  their  place  of  desti- 
nation to  the  cattle  yards  where  sold,  for  less  than  a  minimum 
sum,  come  within  the  statute?  Would  an  agreement  among 
them-  [694]  selves  by  locomotive  engineers,  firemen  or  train- 
men engaged  in  the  service  of  an  interstate  railroad  not  to 
work  for  less  than  a  certain  named  compensation  be  illegal 
because  the  cost  of  transporting  interstate  freight  would  be 
thereby  enhanced?  Agreements  similar  to  these  might  be 
indefinitely  suggested. 

In  our  opinion  aU  these  queries  should  be  answered  in  the 
negative.  The  indirect  effect  of  the  agreements  mentioned 
might  be  to  enhance  the  cost  of  marketing  the  cattle,  but  the 
agreements  themselves  would  not  necessarily  for  that  reason 
be  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce.  As  their 
effect  is  either  indirect  or  else  they  relate  to  charges  for  the 
use  of  facilities  furnished,  the  agreements  instanced  would  be 
valid  provided  the  charges  agreed  upon  were  reasonable.  The 
effect  upon  the  conmieroe  spoken  of  must  be  direct  and  proxi- 
mate. New  York^  Lake  Erie  <&  Western  RaH/road  v.  Penn- 
sylvania^ 158  U.  S.  431,  439. 

An  agreement  may  in  a  variety  of  ways  affect  interstate 
commerce,  just  as  state  legislation  may,  and  yet,  like  it,  be 
entirely  valid,  because  the  interference  produced  by  the  agree- 
ment or  by  the  legislation  is  not  direct.  Sherlock  v.  Ailing^ 
93  U.  S.  99-103 ;  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Company,  166 
U.  S.  1,  16;  Pittsburg  dk  Southern  Coal  Co.  v.  Louisiana^ 
166  U-  S.  690, 697;  Transportation  Company  v.  Parkershurg^ 
107  U.  S.  691 ;  Ficklen  v.  Shelby  County^  supra.  Seasonable 
charges  for  the  use  of  a  facility  for  the  transportation  of  in- 
terstate commerce  have  heretofore  been  regarded  as  valid  in 
this  court,  even  though  such  charges  might  necessarily  en- 
hance the  cost  of  doing  the  business.  Packet  Company  v. 
St.  Louis^  100  n.  S.  423;  Packet  Company  v.  Catlettsburg^ 
105  XJ.  S.  559 ;  TransportaMon  Company  v.  PaTkersburg^  107 
U.  S.  691;  Huse  v.  Glover,  119  XJ.  S.  648;  Ouachita  Packet 
Company  v.  Aiken,  121  U.  S.  444;  St.  Louis  v.  Western 
Union  Telegraph  Company,  148  XT.  S.  92.  An  agreement 
Hinong  the  owners  of  such  facilities,  to  charge  not  less  than 
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a  minimiiTn  rate  for  their  iffle,  cannot  be  condemned  as  fllegml 
under  the  act  of  Congress. 

The  fact  that  the  above  cited  cases  relate  to  tangible  pfrop- 
erty,  the  use  of  which  was  charged  for,  does  not  alter  the 
[696]  reasoning  upon  which  the  decisions  were  placed.  The 
charges  were  held  valid  because  they  related  to  facilities  fur- 
nished in  aid  of  the  commerce  and  which  did  not  oonstitate  a 
regulation  thereof.  Facilities  may  consist  in  privileges  or 
conveniences  provided  and  made  use  of  or  in  services  ren- 
dered in  aid  of  commerce,  as  well  as  in  the  use  of  tangible 
property,  and  so  long  as  they  are  facilities  and  the  diarges 
not  unreasonable  an  agreem^it  relating  to  their  amount  is 
not  invalid.  The  cattle  owner  has  no  constitutional  right 
to  the  services  of  the  commission  agent  to  aid  him  in  the  sale 
of  his  cattle  and  the  agent  has  the  right  to  say  upon  what 
terms  he  will  render  them,  and  he  has  the  equal  right,  so  far 
as  the  act  of  Congress  is  concerned,  to  agree  with  others  in 
his  business  not  to  render  those  services  unless  for  a  certain 
charge.  The  services  are  no  part  of  the  commerce  in  the 
cattle. 

In  Brown  v.  Maryland^  12  Wheat  419,  Qiief  Justice  Mar- 
shall, while  maintaining  the  right  of  an  importer  to  sell  his 
article  in  the  original  package,  free  from  any  tax,  recognized 
the  distinction  between  the  importer  selling  the  article  him- 
self and  employing  an  auctioneer  to  do  it  for  him,  and  he 
said  that  in  the  latter  case  the  importer  could  not  object  to 
paying  for  such  services  as  for  any  other,  and  that  the  right 
to  sell  might  very  well  be  annexed  to  importation  without 
annexing  to  it  also  the  privilege  of  using  aucticmeers,  and 
thus  to  make  the  sale  in  a  peculiar  way.  In  audi  case  a  tax 
upon  the  auctioneeris  license  would  be  valid. 

The  same  view  is  enforced  in  Emert  v.  MisBouri^  IM  U.  S. 
29«. 

The  right  of  the  cattle  owners  themselves  to  sell  their  own 
cattle  is  not  affected  or  touched  by  the  agreement  in  question, 
while  the  privilege  of  having  their  cattle  sold  for  them  at 
the  market  place  frequented  by  defendants,  and  with  the 
aid  of  one  of  them,  is  a  privilege  which  they  are  dmiged 
for,  and  which  is  not  annexed  to  their  right  to  sell  their  own 
cattle. 
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It  is  possible  that  exorbitant  charges  for  the  use  of  these 
facilities  might  have  similar  effect  as  a  burden  on  commerce 
that  a  diarge  upon  commerce  itself  might  have.  In  a  case 
[696]  like  that  the  remedy  would  probably  be  forthcoming. 
Transportation  Co.  v.  Parkersburg,  107  U.  S.  691.  As  was 
said  by  Mr.  Justice  Field  in  Sands  v.  Manistee  River  Im- 
provement Oo.^  123  U.  S.  288,  294,  295,  ^  should  there  be  any 
gross  injustice  in  the  rate  of  tolls  fixed,  it  would  not  in  our 
system  of  government,  remain  long  uncorrected." 

But  whether  the  charges  are  or  are  not  exorbitant  is  a  ques* 
tion  primarily  of  local  law,  at  least  in  the  absence  of  any 
superior  or  paramount  law  providing  for  reasonable  charges. 
Transportation  Co.  v.  Parkersburg^  107  U.  S.  691.  This  case 
does  not  involve  that  question. 

If  charges  of  the  nature  described  do  not  amount  to  a  regu* 
lataon  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce  because  they  touch  it 
only  in  an  indirect  and  remote  way,  or  else  because  they  are 
in  the  nature  of  compensation  for  the  use  of  property  or 
privileges  as  a  mere  fiicilily  for  that  commerce,  it  would  for 
a  like  reason  seem  dear  that  agreements  relating  to  the 
amounts  of  such  charges  among  those  who  furnish  the  privi- 
leges or  facilities  are  not  in  restraint  of  that  kind  of  trade. 
While  the  indirect  effect  of  the  agreements  may  be  to  en- 
hance the  expense  to  those  engaged  in  the  business,  yet  as  the 
agreements  are  in  regard  to  compensation  for  privileges 
accorded  for  services  rendered  as  a  facility  to  commerce  or 
trade,  they  are  not  illegal  as  a  restraint  thereon. 

The  facilities  or  privileges  offered  by  the  defendants  are 
apparent  and  valuable.  The  cattle  owner  has  the  use  of  a 
place  for  his  cattle  furnished  by  the  defendants  and  all  the 
facilities  arising  from  a  market  where  the  sales  and  purchases 
are  conducted  under  the  auspices  of  the  association  of  which 
the  defendants  are  members,  and  in  a  manner  the  least 
troublesome  to  the  owners  and  at  the  same  time  the  most 
expeditious  and  effective.  Each  of  these  defendants  has  the 
right  to  have  the  cattle  which  are  consigned  to  him  taken  to 
the  cattle  yards,  where,  by  virtue  of  the  arrangements  made 
by  defendants  with  the  owners  of  the  yards,  the  cattle  are 
placed  in  pens,  watered  and  fed,  if  necessary,  and  a  sale 
effected  at  the  earliest  mmnent  It  is  these  facilities  and 
ia870<»-fl.  Doc  111,  62-1,  vol  1 61 
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semoes  which  are  paid  fra:  by  a  commission  on  tiie  sale 
effected  by  the  oommisBian  men.  [607]  If,  as  is  claimed,  the 
commission  men  sometimes  own  the  cattle  th^  sell,  then  the 
rules  do  not  apply,  for  they  relate  to  charges  made  for  sell- 
ing cattle  upon  commission  and  not  at  all  to  sales  of  cattle 
by  their  owners. 

Definitions  as  to  what  constitutes  interstate  commerce  are 
not  easily  given  so  that  they  shall  clearly  define  the  fall 
meaning  of  the  term.  We  know  from  the  cases  decided  in 
this  court  that  it  is  a  term  of  very  large  significance.  It  com- 
prehends, as  it  is  said,  intercourse  for  the  purposes  of  trade  in 
any  and  all  its  forms,  including  transportation,  purchase,  sale 
and  exchange  of  commodities  between  the  citizens  of  different 
States,  and  the  power  to  regulate  it  embraces  all  the  instra- 
ments  by  whidi  such  commerce  may  be  conducted.  Wetton 
V.  MiMourij  91  U.  S.  276;  MobUe  County  v.  Kimball,  102 
U.  S.  691 ;  Oloucester  Ferry  Company  v.  Pennsylvania,  114 
U.  S.  196;  Hooper  v.  Calif omia,  166  U.  S.  648,  663;  United 
States  V.  E.  C.  Knight  Company,  166  U.  S.  1. 

But  in  all  tbe  cases  which  have  come  to  this  oourt  there  is 
not  one  which  has  denied  the  distinction  between  a  regulation 
which  directly  affects  and  embarrasses  interstate  trade  or 
commerce,  and  one  which  is  nothing  more  than  a  charge 
for  a  local  facility  provided  for  the  transaction  of  such 
commerce.  On  the  contrary,  the  cases  already  cited  show 
the  existence  of  the  distinction  and  the  validity  of  a  charge 
for  the  use  of  the  facility. 

Tbe  services  of  members  of  the  differoit  stodc  and  produce 
exdianges  throughout  the  country  in  effecting  sales  of  the 
articles  they  deal  in  are  of  a  similar  nature.  Members  of  the 
New  York  Stock  Exdiange  buy  and  seU  shares  of  stodc  of 
railroads  and  other  corporations,  and  the  property  represented 
by  sudi  shares  of  stock  is  situated  all  over  the  country.  Is  a 
broker  whose  principal  lives  outside  of  New  York  State,  and 
who  sends  him  the  shares  of  stock  or  the  bonds  of  a  corpora- 
tion created  and  doing  business  in  another  State,  for  sale, 
engaged  in  interstate  commercet  If  he  is  employed  to  pur- 
chase stock  or  bonds  in  a  like  corporation  under  the  same 
circumstances,  is  he  then  engaged  in  the  business  of  interstate 
commerce?    It  may,  perhaps,  be  answered  that  stocks  or 
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[698]  bonds  are  not  commodities,  and  that  dealers  therein 
are  not  engaged  in  commerce.  Whether  it  is  an  answer  to 
the  question  need  not  be  considered,  for  we  will  take  the  case 
of  the  New  York  Produce  Exchange.  Is  a  member  of  that 
body  to  whom  a  cargo  of  grain  is  consigned  iroBo,  a  western 
State  to  be  sold  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  when  he  per- 
forms the  service  of  selling  the  article  upon  its  arrival  in  New 
York  and  transmitting  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  less  his  com- 
missions t  Is  a  New  Orleans  cotton  broker  who  is  a  member 
of  the  Cotton  Exchange  of  that  city,  and  who  receives  con- 
signments of  cotton  from  different  States  and  sells  them  on 
'change  in  New  Orleans  and  accounts  to  his  consignors  for 
the  proceeds  of  such  sales  less  his  commission,  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce  i  Is  the  character  of  the  basinen  altered 
in  either  case  by  the  fact  that  the  broker  has  advanced 
moneys  to  the  owner  of  the  article  and  taken  a  mortgage 
thereon  as  his  security?  We  understand  we  are  in  these 
queries  assuming  substantially  the  same  facts  as  those  which 
are  contained  in  the  case  before  us,  and  if  these  defendants 
are  engaged  in  interstate  commerce  because  of  their  services 
in  the  sale  of  cattle  which  may  come  from  other  States,  then 
the  same  must  be  said  :n  regard  to  the  members  of  the  other 
exchanges  above  referred  to.  We  think  it  would  be  an  en- 
entirely  novel  view  of  the  situation  if  all  the  members  of  these 
different  exchanges  throughout  the  country  were  to  be  re- 
garded as  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  because  they  sell 
things  for  their  principals  whicl\^come  from  States  different 
from  the  one  in  which  the  exchange  is  situated  and  the  sale 
made. 

The  theory  upon  which  we  think  the  by-law  or  agree- 
ment regarding  commissions  is  not  a  violation  of  the  statute 
operates  also  in  the  case  of  the  other  provisions  of  the  by- 
laws. The  answer  in  regard  to  all  objections  is,  the  defend- 
ants are  not  engaged  in  interstate  conunerce. 

But  special  weight  is  attached  to  the  objection  raised  to 
section  11  of  rule  9  of  the  by-laws,  which  provides  against 
sending  prepaid  telegrams  as  set  forth  in  the  statement  of 
facts  herein.  It  is  urged  that  the  purpose  of  this  section  is 
to  prevent  the  sending  of  prepaid  telegrams  by  the  defend- 
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ants  [699]  to  their  various  customers  in  the  different  States 
tributary  to  the  Elansas  City  market,  and  that  the  section  is 
a  part  of  the  contract  between  the  members  of  the  exdiange, 
and  is  clearly  an  attempt  to  regulate  and  restrict  the  sending 
of  messages  by  telegraph  and  telephone  between  citizens  of 
various  States  and  Territories,  and  operates  upon  and  di- 
rectly affects  the  interstate  business  of  communicating  be- 
tween points  in  different  States  by  telegraph  or  telephone. 

An  agreement  among  the  defendants  to  abstain  from  tele- 
graphing in  certain  circumstances  and  for  certain  purposes 
is  so  clearly  not  an  attempt  to  regulate  or  restrain  the  gen- 
eral sending  of  telegrams  that  it  would  seem  unnecessary 
to  argue  the  question.  An  agreement  among  business  men 
not  to  send  telegrams  in  regard  to  their  business  in  certain 
contingencies,  when  the  agreement  is  entered  into  only  for 
the  purpose  of  regulating  the  business  of  the  individuals,  is 
not  a  direct  attempt  to  affect  the  business  of  the  telegraph 
company,  and  has  no  direct  effect  thereon.  Although  com- 
munication by  telegraph  may  be  commerce,  and  if  carried  on 
between  different  States  may  be  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral States,  yet  an  agreement  or  by-law  of  the  nature  of 
the  one  imder  consideration  is  not  a  burden  or  a  regulation  of 
or  a  duty  laid  upon  the  telegraph  company,  and  was  clearly 
not  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  in  the  slightest 
degree  the  company  itself  or  its  transaction  of  interstate 
commerce. 

The  argument  of  counsel  in  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
that  because  none  of  the  States  or  Territories  could  enact 
any  law  interfering  with  or  abridging  the  right  of  persons 
in  Kansas  or  Missouri  to  send  prepaid  telegrams  of  the  nat- 
ure in  question,  therefore  an  agreement  to  that  effect  entered 
into  between  business  men  as  a  means  towards  the  proper 
transaction  of  their  legitimate  business  would  be  void,  is,  as 
we  think,  entirely  unsound.  The  conclusion  does  not  follow 
from  the  facts  stated.  The  statute  might  be  illegal  as  an 
improper  attempt  to  interfere  with  the  liberty  of  transacting 
legitimate  business  enjoyed  by  the  citizen,  while  the  agree- 
ment among  business  men  for  the  better  conduct  of  their  own 
[600]  business,  as  they  think,  to  refrain  from  using  the  tele- 
graph for  certain  purposes,  is  a  matter  purely  for  their  own 
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consideratioii.  There  is  no  similarity  between  the  two  cases, 
and  the  principle  existing  in  the  one  is  wholly  absent  in  the 
other.  The  private  agreement  does  not,  as  we  have  said, 
regulate  commerce  or  impose  any  impediment  npon  it  or  tax 
it.  Communication  by  telegraph  is  free  from  any  burden  so 
far  as  this  agreement  is  concerned,  and  no  restrictions  are 
placed  on  the  commerce  itself. 

The  act  of  Congress  must  have  a  reasonable  construction  or 
else  there  would  scarcely  be  an  agreement  or  contract  among 
business  men  that  could  not  be  said  to  have,  indirectly  or  re- 
motely, some  bearing  upon  interstate  commerce,  and  possibly 
to  restrain  it  We  have  no  idea  that  the  act  covers  or  was 
intended  to  cover  such  kinds  of  agreements. 

The  next  by-law  which  complainants  object  to  is  section  10 
of  the  same  rule  9,  which  prohibits  the  hiring  of  a  solicitor 
except  upon  a  stipulated  salary  not  contingent  upon  commis- 
sions earned,  and  which  provides  that  no  more  than  three 
solicitors  shall  be  employed  at  one  time  by  a  commission  firm 
or  corporation. 

The  claim  is  that  these  solicitors  are  engaged  in  interstate 
commerce,  and  that  such  commerce  must  be  free  from  any 
state  legislation  and  free  from  the  control  or  restraint  by  any 
person  or  combination  of  persons.  They  also  object  that  the 
rule  is  an  unlawful  inhibition  upon  the  privilege  possessed  by 
each  person  under  the  Constitution  to  make  lawful  contracts 
in  the  furtherance  of  his  business,  and  they  allege  that  in  this 
respect  these  members  have  surrendered  dieir  dominion  over 
their  own  business  and  permitted  the  exchange  to  establish  a 
species  of  regency,  and  that  the  by-law  in  regard  to  the  em- 
ployment of  solicitors  is  one  which  directly  affects  interstate 
commerce. 

McOaU  V.  California^  186  U.  S.  104,  is  cited  for  the  propo- 
sition that  the  solicitors  employed  by  these  defendants  are 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  In  that  case  the  railroad 
company  was  itself  engaged  in  such  commerce,  and  its  agent 
in  California  was  taxed  by  reason  of  his  business  in  soliciting 
[601]  for  his  company  that  which  was  interstate  commerce. 
The  fact  that  he  did  not  sell  tickets  or  receive  or  pay  out 
money  on  account  of  it  was  not  regarded  as  material.  His 
principal  was  a  common  carrier,  engaged  in  interstate  com* 
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meroe,  and  he  was  engaged  in  that  oommeroe  because  he  was 
soliciting  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  by  that  com- 
pany through  the  different  States  in  which  the  raihroad  ran 
from  the  State  of  California.  In  the  case  before  us  the  de- 
fendants are  not  ^nployed  in  interstate  commerce  but  are 
simply  engaged  in  the  performance  of  duties  or  services  relat- 
ing to  stock  upon  its  arrival  at  Eitnsas  City.  We  do  not 
think  it  can  be  properly  said  that  the  agents  of  the  def^id- 
ants  whom  they  send  out  to  solicit  the  various  owners  of  sto(& 
to  consign  the  cattle  to  one  of  the  defendants  for  sale  are 
thereby  themselves  engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  They 
are  simply  soliciting  the  various  stock  owners  to  consign  the 
stock  owned  by  them  to  particular  defendants  at  Kansas 
City,  and  until  the  arrival  of  the  stock  at  that  point  and  the 
delivery  by  the  transportation  company  no  duties  of  an  inter- 
state-commerce nature  arise  to  be  performed  by  the  defend- 
ants. As  the  business  they  do  is  not  interstate  commerce,  the 
business  of  their  agents  in  soliciting  others  to  give  them  such 
business  is  not  itself  interstate  commerce.  Not  being  en- 
gaged in  interstate  commerce,  the  agreement  of  the  defend- 
ants through  the  by-law  in  question,  restricting  the  number 
of  solicitors  to  three,  does  not  restrain  that  commerce,  and 
does  not  therefore  violate  the  act  of  Congress  under  dis- 
cussion. 

The  position  of  the  solicitors  is  entirely  different  from 
that  of  drummers  who  are  travelling  through  the  several 
States  for  the  purpose  of  getting  orders  for  the  purchase  of 
property.  It  was  said  in  Robbim  v.  Shelby  County  Taxing 
District  J 120  XT.  S.  489,  that  the  negotiation  of  sales  of  goods 
which  are  in  another  State  for  the  purpose  of  introducing 
them  into  the  State  in  whidi  the  negotiation  is  made  is 
interstate  commerce. 

But  the  solicitors  for  these  defendants  have  no  property 
or  goods  for  sale,  and  their  only  duty  is  to  ask  or  induce 
those  who  own  the  property  to  agree  that  when  they  send  it 
to  [602]  market  for  sale  they  will  consign  it  to  the  solid- 
tor^  principal,  ao  that  he  may  perform  such  services  as  may 
be  necessary  to  sell  the  stock  for  them  and  account  to  them 
for  the  proceeds  thereof.  Unlike  the  drmnmer  who  oon- 
tracts  m  one  State  for  the  sale  of  goods  whidh  afe  m  an- 
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other,  and  which  are  to  bo  thereafter  delivered  in  the  State 
in  whioh  the  contract  is  made,  the  solicitor  in  this  case  has 
no  goods  or  samples  of  goods  and  negotiates  no  sales,  and 
merely  seeks  to  exact  a  promise  from  the  owner  of  property 
that  when  he  does  wish  to  sell  he  will  consign  to  and  sell 
the  property  through  the  solicitor's  principal  There  is  no 
interstate  commerce  in  that  business. 

Hooper  v.  Calif omia^  165  U.  S.  648,  is  another  illustra- 
tion of  the  meaning  of  the  term  ''  commerce,"  as  used  in  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States.  In  that  case,  contracts 
of  marine  insurance  are  stated  not  to  appertain  to  interstate 
commerce,  and  cases  are  dted  upon  the  nature  of  the  ocm* 
tract  of  insurance  generally  at  page  663  of  the  opinion* 

It  is  also  to  be  remarked  that  the  effect  of  the  agreement 
as  to  the  number  of  solicitors  to  be  ^nployed  by  defendants 
can  only  be  remote  and  indirect  upon  interstate  commerce. 
The  number  of  solicitors  employed  has  no  direct  effect  upcm 
the  number  of  cattle  transported  from  State  to  State.  The 
solicitors  do  not  s(^cit  tran^Mirtationof  the  cattle.  They  are 
not  in  the  interest  of  the  transportation  company,  and  the 
transportation  is  an  incident  only.  They  solicit  a  consign- 
ment  of  cattle  to  their  principals,  so  that  the  latter  may  sell 
them  on  commission  and  thus  transact  their  local  badness. 
The  transportation  would  take  place  any  way  and  the  oattia 
be  consigned  for  sale  by  some  one  of  the  defendants  or  by 
others  engaged  in  the  business.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  trans- 
portation but  one  of  agreement  as  to  who  shall  render  the 
services  of  selling  the  cattle  for  their  owner  at  the  place  ol 
destination. 

We  say  nothing  against  the  constitutional  right  of  each 
one  of  the  defendants  and  each  person  doing  business  at  the 
Kansas  City  stock  yards  to  send  into  distant  States  and  Ter- 
ritories as  many  solicitors  as  the  business  of  each  will  war- 
rant This  [S03]  original  right  is  not  denied  or  questioned. 
But  cannot  tJie  citizen,  for  what  he  thinks  good  reascm,  ccm- 
tract  to  curtail  that  right!  To  say  that  a  State  would  not 
have  the  right  to  prohibit  a  defendant  from  employing  as 
many  solicitors  as  he  might  choose,  proves  nothing  in  regard 
to  the  right  of  individuals  to  agree  upon  that  subject  in  a 
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way  which  they  may  think  the  most  conducive  to  their  own 
interests.  What  a  State  may  do  is  one  thing,  and  what 
parties  may  contract  voluntarily  to  do  among  themselves  is 
quite  another  thing. 

The  liberty  of  contract  as  referred  to  in  AUgeyer  v. 
Lauzsiana^  165  XT.  S.  678,  is  the  liberty  of  the  individual  to 
be  free,  under  certain  circumstances,  from  the  restraint  of 
legislative  control  with  regard  to  all  his  contracts,  but  the 
case  has  no  reference  to  the  right  of  individuals  to  sometimes 
enter  into  those  voluntary  contracts  by  which  their  rights 
and  duties  may  properly  be  measured  and  defined  and  in 
many  cases  greatly  restrained  and  limited. 

We  agree  with  the  court  below  in  thinking  there  is  not  the 
slightest  materiality  in  the  fact  that  the  state  line  runs 
through  the  stock  yards  in  question,  resulting  in  some  of  ih.e 
pens  in  which  the  stock  may  be  confined  being  partly  in  the 
State  of  Kansas  and  partly  in  the  State  of  Missouri,  and  that 
sales  may  be  made  of  a  lot  of  stock  whidi  may  be  at  the 
time  partly  in  one  State  and  partly  in  the  other.  The  erec- 
tion of  thB  building  and  the  putting  up  of  the  stock  pens 
upon  the  ground  through  which  the  state  line  ran  were  mat- 
ters of  no  moment  so  far  as  any  question  of  interstate  com- 
merce is  concerned.  The  character  of  the  business  done  is 
not  in  the  least  altered  by  these  immaterial  and  incidental 
facts. 

It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  that  the  complainants 
have  failed  to  show  the  defendants  guilty  of  any  violaticma 
of  the  act  of  Congress,  because  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
defendants  are  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  or  that  any 
agreements  or  contracts  made  by  them  and  rdating  to  the 
conduct  of  their  business  are  in  restraint  of  any  such  oomr 
merce. 

Whether  they  refused  to  transact  business  whidi  is  not 
interstate  commerce,  except  with  those  who  are  members  of 
the  exchange,  and  whether  such  refusal  is  justifiable  or  not, 
[604]  are  questions  not  open  for  discussion  hare.  As  de- 
fendants' actions  or  agreements  are  not  a  violation  of  the 
act  of  Congress,  the  complainants  have  failed  in  their  caae^ 
and  the  order  for  the  injunction  must  be 
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Reversed  and  the  ease  remitted  to  the  Cirouit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Kansas^  First  Division, 
mth  directions  to  dismiss  the  biU  with  costs. 

Mr.  JusncB  Hablan  dissented. 

Mr.  JusnoB  MoKbnna  took  no  part  in  the  decision  of 
this  case. 


[•041        ANDERSON  v.  UNITED  STATES.* 

GERTIOBASI  TO  THB  CIRCUIT  COURT  OF  APPEALS  FOR  THB  EIGHTH 

CIRCUIT. 

No.  ISl.    Argned  Fthnarj  26,  28, 1808.— Decided  October  24,  1808. 

[171  U.  S.,  604.] 

Tbe  TradtfB'  Live  Stock  Bzchange  was  an  unincorporated  asBociatlon 
In  Kansas  Olty,  wlioae  members  bore  mncb  tbe  same  relation  to  It, 
and  tbrongb  it  carried-  on  mncb  tbe  same  business  as  tbat  carried 
on  by  tbe  members  of  tbe  Kansas  City  Live  Stock  Excbange,  con- 
sidered and  passed  upon  in  Hopkins  t.  United  States,  Just  decided. 
Tbe  main  difference  was,  tbat  tbe  members  of  tbe  Traders'  Sz- 
diange,  defendants  in  tlie  present  proceedings,  were  tbemselves 
pnrdiasers  of  cattle  on  tbe  market,  wbile  tbe  defendants  in  tlie 
former  case  were  commission  mercbants  wbo  sold  cattle  upon 
oommisslon  as  a  compensation  for  tbeir  service.  Tbe  articles  of 
association  of  tbe  Traders'  Ozcliange  contained  tbe  following  pre- 
amble: '*We,  tbe  undersigned,  for  tbe  purpose  of  organising  and 
maintaining  a  business  excbange,  not  for  pecuniary  profit  or  gain, 
but  to  promote  and  protect  all  interests  connected  with  the  buying 
and  selling  of  live  stock  at  tbe  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards,  and  to  cul- 
tlTate  courteous  and  manly  conduct  towards  each  other,  and  give 
dignity  and  responsibility  to  yard  traders,  have  associated  ourselves 
together  under  the  name  of  Traders'  Live  Stock  Exchange,  and  here- 
by agree,  each  with  tbe  other,  that  we  will  faitlifully  observe  and  be 
bound  by  tbe  following  rules  and  by-laws  and  such  new  rules,  ad- 
ditions or  amendments  as  may  from  time  to  time  be  adopted  in 
oonformity  with  tbe  provisions  thereof  from  the  date  of  organiza- 
tion." Tbe  rules  objected  to  in  tbe  bill  In  this  case  were  tbe  fol- 
lowing :  **  Rule  10.  This  exchange  will  not  recognize  any  yard  trader 
unless  be  is  a  member  of  the  Traders'  Live  Stodc  Exchange.  Rule 
IL  [600]  When  there  are  two  or  more  parties  trading  together 
as  partners,  they  Bball  each  and  all  of  them  be  members  of  this 

•  Certified  to  tbe  Supreme  Court  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals, 
Eighth  Circuit  (82  Fed.,  9d8).  Memorandum  decision.  See  p.  742. 
Decision  in  tlie  Circuit  Court  not  reported. 
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•zcbaiige.  Rule  12.  No  in«mber  of  this  excbanse  sball  emploj 
any  person  to  buy  or  sell  cattle  unless  such  person  hold  a  certificate 
of  membership  in  this  exchange.  Rule  18.  No  member  of  this  ex- 
change shall  be  allowed  to  pay  any  order  buyer  or  salesouui  any 
sum  of  money  as  a  fee  for  buying  cattle  from  or  selling  cattle  to 
such  party."    Held: 

(1)  That  Hiis  court  is  not  called  upcm  to  decide  wbetfaer  the  de- 

fendants are  or  are  not  engaged  in  interstate  conuneroe, 
because  if  it  be  conceded  they  are  so  engaged,  the  agreement 
as  evidenced  by  the  by-laws  is  not  one  in  restraint  of  that 
trade,  nor  is  there  any  combination  to  monopoUxe  or  attempt 
to  monopolize  such  trade  within  the  meaning  of  the  act ; 

(2)  That,  following  the  preceding  case,  in  order  to  come  within  the 

provisions  of  the  statute  the  direct  effect  of  an  agreement  or 
combination  must  be  in  restraint  of  that  trade  or  oommeroe 
which  is  among  the  several  States,  or  with  foreign  nations ; 

(8)  That  where  the  subject-matter  of  the  agreement  does  not 
directly  relate  to  and  act  upon  and  embrace  interstate  com- 
merce, and  where  the  undisputed  facts  clearly  show  that  the 
purpose  of  the  agreemoit  was  not  to  regulate,  obstruct  or 
restrain  that  conmierce,  but  that  It  was  entered  into  with  the 
object  of  properly  and  fairly  regulating  the  transaction  of  tbe 
business  in  which  the  parties  to  the  agreeiMnt  were  engaged, 
such  agreement  will  be  upheld  as  not  wlliiln  the  statute, 
where  it  can  be  seen  that  the  character  and  terms  of  the 
agreement  are  well  calculated  to  attain  the  purpose  for  which 
It  was  formed,  and  where  the  effect  of  its  fdnDatimi  and 
enforcement  upon  Interstate  trade  or  commsroe  Is  In  any 
event  but  Indirect  and  incidental,  and  ast  tts  porpsss  or 
object; 

(4)  That  the  rules  are  evidently  of  a  chttraeter  to  oiforoe  the 
purpose  and  object  of  the  exchange  as  set  forth  in  the  pre- 
amble, and  that  for  su^  purpose  they  are  reasonable  and 
fair,  and  that  they  can  possibly  affect  Interstate  trade  or 
commerce  In  but  a  remote  way,  and  are  not  void  as  vlolatloDa 
of  the  act  of  Oongress.* 

[48  L.  ed.,  300.]» 

[An  agreement  among  persons  engaged  In  the  common  bushiess,  as 
yard  trader,  of  buying  at  a  city  stock-yard  cattle  which  came  from 
different  states,  that  they  will  form  an  association  for  the  better 
c<mduct  of  their  business,  and  that  they  will  not  transact  business 
with  other  yard  traders  who  are  not  members,  or  buy  cattle  from 

a  The  foregoing  syllabus  copyrighted,  1898,  by  Banks  &«Broa 
ft  The  following  paragraphs  inclosed  in  brackets  comprise  the  sylla- 
bus to  this  case  hi  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  Reports,  Book  43,  p. 
SOa    Copyrighted,  1809,  by  The  Lawyers'  Co-Operatlve  PubUshlng  Ooi 
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those  who  also  sell  to  yard  traders  who  are  not  members  of  the 
association,  is  not  in  Tiolation  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  to  protect 
trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies]. 

[A  rule  of  a  live-stock  exchange,  that  its  members  shall  not  recognise 
any  yard  trader  who  is  not  also  a  member  of  the  exchange,  is  not 
in  restraint  of,  ^  an  attraupt  to  monopolize,  trade,  where  the  ex- 
change does  not  itself  do  any  business,  and  there  is  nothing  to  pre- 
Tent  all  yard  traders  from  being  members  of  the  exchange,  and  no 
one  is  hindered  from  having  access  to  the  yards  or  having  all  their 
facilities,  except  that  of  selling  to  members  of  the  exchange.] 

[Rules  to  enforce  the  purpose  and  object  of  such  exchange,  if  reason- 
able and  fair,  cannot,  except  remotely,  affect  interstate  trade  and 
oommwce,  and  are  not  Yoid  as  violations  of  the  act  of  July  2, 1880.] 

This  suit  is  somewhat  similar  to  the  Hopkins  suit^  just  de- 
cided, and  was  brought  by  the  United  States  against  the 
defendants  named,  who  were  citizens  and  residents  of  the 
Western  Division  of  the  Western  District  of  Missouri  and 
members  of  a  voluntary  unincorporated  association  known 
and  designated  as  the  Traders'  Live  Stock  Exchange,  the  suit 
being  brought  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  decree  dissolv- 
ing the  exchange  and  enjoining  the  members  thereof  from 
entering  into  or  continuing  any  sort  of  combination  to  deprive 
any  people  engaged  in  shipping,  selling,  buying  and  handling 
[606]  live  stock  (received  from  other  States  and  from  the 
Territories,  intended  to  be  sold  at  the  Kansas  City  market) , 
of  free  access  to  the  markets  at  Kansas  City,  and  to  the  same 
facilities  afforded  by  the  Kansas  City  stock  yards,  to  defend- 
ants and  their  associate  members  of  the  Traders'  Live  Stock 
Exchange. 

The  bill  was  filed  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney 
General  of  the  United  States  by  the  United  States  District 
Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  Missouri.  It  allegedflui 
substance  that  the  exchange  was  governed  by  a  board  of 
eight  directors,  who  carried  on  the  business  thereof  with  ilie 
consent  and  approbation  of  the  defendants,  they  personally 
being  members  of  the  exchange.  It  then  made  the  same 
allegations  in  relation  to  the  stock  yards  being  partly  in 
Kansas  City,  Kansas,  and  partiy  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri, 
that  are  contained  in  the  bill  in  the  Hopkins  case^  just  de- 
cided, and  also  as  to  the  sales  of  herds  or  droves  of  cattie 
which  were  at  t^e  time  of  the  sale  partiy  in  <me  State  and 
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partly  in  another.  It  is  farther  alleged  that  the  Kansas  CSty 
stock  yards  are  a  public  market,  and,  next  to  the  market  at 
Chicago  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  the  largest  live  stock  mark^ 
in  the  world,  and  vast  numbers  of  cattle,  hogs  and  other  live 
stock  are  received  annually  at  the  market,  sUpped  from  vari- 
ous States  and  from  the  Territories,  and  are  sold  at  the  mar- 
ket to  buyers  who  reside  in  other  States  and  Territories,  and 
who  reship  the  stock ;  that  the  stock  is  shipped  to  the  market 
under  contracts  by  which  the  shipper  is  permitted  to  unload 
the  stock  at  the  Kansas  City  stock  yards,  rest,  water  and  feed 
the  same,  and  is  accorded  the  privilege  of  selling  the  stock  on 
the  Eitnsas  City  market  if  the  prices  prevailing  at  the  time 
justify  the  sale,  and  many  head  of  sudi  stock  are  so  sold; 
that  prior  to  the  month  of  March,  1897,  as  alleged,  the  de- 
fendants herein  were  engaged  as  speculators  at  the  Kansas 
City  stock  yards,  and  were  buying  upon  the  market  and  re- 
selling upon  the  same  market  and  reshipping  to  other  markets 
in  other  States  the  cattle  so  received  at  the  Kansas  City  stock 
yards;  that  all  the  live  stock  shipped  to  and  received  at  these 
stock  yards  is  consigned  to  commission  merchants,  who  take 
charge  of  the  stock  when  it  is  received,  and  who  sell  the  same 
[607]  to  packing  houses  located  at  Kansas  City,  Missouri, 
and  Kansas  City  in  the  State  of  Kansas,  and  they  sell  large 
numbers  of  cattle  to  the  defendants  herein. 

The  bill  then  alleges  that  the  defendants  "have  unlaw- 
fully entered  into  a  contract,  combination  and  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  States 
and  with  foreign  nations,  in  this,  to  wit,  that  they  have  un- 
lawfully agreed,  contracted,  combined  and  conspired  to  pre- 
vent all  other  persons  than  members  of  the  Traders'  live 
Stock  Exchange,  as  aforesaid,  from  buying  and  selling  cattle 
upon  the  Kansas  City  market  at  the  Kansas  City  stock  yards 
as  aforesaid ;  that  the  commission,  firm,  person,  partnership 
or  corporation  to  whom  said  cattle  are  consigned  at  Kansas 
City,  as  aforesaid,  is  not  permitted  to  and  cannot  sell  or  dis- 
pose of  said  cattle  at  the  Kansas  City  market  as  aforesaid  to 
any  buyer  or  speculator  at  the  Kansas  City  stock  yards  unless 
said  buyer  or  speculator  is  a  member  of  the  Traders'  live 
Stock  Exchange,  and  these  defendants  (and  each  of  them), 
unlawfully  and  oppressively  refuse  to  purchase  cattle,  or  in 
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any  maimer  negotiate  or  deal  with  or  buy  from  any  commis- 
sion merchant  who  shall  sell  or  purdiase  cattle  from  any  specu- 
lator at  the  said  Kansas  City  stock  yards  who  is  not  a  member 
of  the  said  Traders'  live  Stock  Exchange;  that  by  and 
through  the  unlawful  agreement,  combination  and  con- 
spiracy of  these  defendants  the  business  and  traffic  in  cattle 
at  the  said  Kansas  City  stock  yards  is  interfered  with, 
hindered  and  restrained,  thus  entailing  extra  expense  and 
loss  to  the  owner,  and  placing  an  obstruction  and  embargo  on 
the  marketing  of  cattle  shipped  from  the  States  and  Terri- 
tories aforesaid  to  the  Kansas  City  stock  yards." 

It  is  further  alleged  that,  acting  in  pursuance  of  the  un- 
lawful combination  above  described,  the  board  of  directors  of 
the  exchange  have  imposed  fines  upon  certain  members  of  the 
exchange  ^^who  had  traded  with  persons,  speculators  upon 
the  markets,  who  were  not  members  of  the  said  live  stock 
exchange,  and  within  three  months  last  past  have  imposed 
fines  upon  members  of  said  live  stock  exchange  who  have 
traded  with  commission  firms  at  said  Kansas  City  stock  yards 
[608]  which  said  commission  firms  had  bought  from,  and 
sold  cattle  to  speculators  upon  said  market  who  were  not 
members  of  the  said  live  stock  exchange." 

It  was  further  stated  in  the  bill  that  in  carrying  out  the 
purposes  and  aims  of  this  exchange  and  by  the  conduct  of  its 
members  engaged  in  this  alleged  combination,  conspiraqr  and 
confederation,  they  were  acting  in  violation  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  particularly  in  violation  of  section  1 
of  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  July  2, 1890,  c.  647,  entitled 
^An  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies,"  26  Stat.  209,  and  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  this  unlawful  combination  they  had  agreed  to  hinder 
and  delay  the  business  of  buying  and  selling  cattle  at  the 
market  named  and  had  confederated  together  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerce  between  the  States,  and  that  the  object 
of  the  defendants  in  organizing  the  exchange  was  to  prevent 
the  sale  by  any  commission  merchant  at  the  Kansas  City 
stock  yards  of  any  cattle  to  any  person  who  might  be  a  buyer 
and  speculator  upon  the  market  who  is  not  a  member  of  the 
exchange. 

Accompanying  this  bill  were  several  affidavits  of  indi- 
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Tidnals  not  members  of  the  ezdiange,  but  who  were  traders  or 
speculators  at  the  stock  yards,  and  those  persons  eaid  that 
they  were  acquainted  with  the  association  in  question  and 
with  the  officers  and  members,  and  that  they  did  everytliing 
in  th^r  power  to  prevent  other  persons  who  were  not  members 
from  trading  at  the  stock  yards,  and  a  number  of  instances 
were  given  in  which  the  affiants  who  were  not  members  of 
the  exchange  were  endeavoring  to  do  business  with  commis- 
sion merchants  and  others  at  the  exchange  in  question,  when 
the  affiants  were  notified  that  they  could  not  continue  in  bu^- 
ness  unless  they  became  members  of  the  association,  and  where 
partnerships  were  engaged  in  business  where  one  partner  was 
a  member  of  the  association,  the  partner  who  was  a  member 
was  notified  that  he  could  not  continue  in  the  partnership 
business  with  the  other  unless  such  other  also  became  a  mem- 
ber ;  that  they  had  attempted  to  buy  cattle  from  a  great  many 
commission  firms  and  from  their  salesmen  at  these  stock  yards, 
[609]  but  as  soon  as  they  went  into  the  yards  where  the  cat- 
tle were  that  were 'consigned  to  conmiission  firms  and  at- 
t^npted  to  purchase  them,  some  of  the  defendants  would 
appear,  call  the  salesman  aside,  and,  after  having  a  conversa- 
tion with  such  salesman,  the  latter  would  invariably  return 
to  affiant  and  say  that  he  could  not  price  cattle  to  the  affiant 
or  sell  the  same  to  him,  as  he  had  been  warned  by  members  of 
the  exchange  not  to  do  so;  that  the  Traders'  live  Stock  Ex- 
change would  not  permit  other  traders  and  speculators  upon 
the  market,  and  that  the  exchange  does  not  permit  commis- 
sion firms  at  the  stock  yards  to  sell  cattle  consigned  to  them  to 
any  trader  or  speculator  upon  the  market  who  is  not  a  mem- 
ber of  the  exchange,  and  that  conunission  firms  had  been 
notified  by  the  officers  of  the  stock  exchange  not  to  sell  to 
speculators  on  the  market  who  were  not  members  of  the  Live 
Stock  Exchange,  and  where  commission  firms  sold  cattle  to 
traders  and  speculators  upon  the  market  who  were  not  mem- 
bers of  the  exchange,  the  association  and  members  thereof 
would  boycott  the  conmiission  firm  making  such  sales,  and 
refuse  to  purchase  any  cattle  from  them,  and  refuse  to  go  into 
the  lots  and  look  at  cattle  which  had  been  consigned  to  them. 
Upon  the  bill  and  affidavits  application  was  made  to  the 
Circuit  Court  for  the  Western  Division  of  the  Western  Dis- 
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trict  of  Missouri  for  an  injunction  as  prayed  for  in  the  bill,  in 
opposition  to  which  application  various  affidavits  were  read 
an  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  copies  of  the  articles  of 
association  and  by-laws  of  the  exchange  were  attached  to  the 
affidavit  of  the  president  of  the  exchange  and  read  on  the 
motion. 

Among  other  affidavits  was  that  of  the  general  superintend- 
ent of  the  stock  yards  company,  who  said  that  he  had  known 
the  organization,  the  Traders'  Live  Stock  Exchange,  since  its 
formation,  and  that  it  had  been  a  benefit  to  the  live  stock 
market  at  Kansas  C^ty  by  fumi^ing  constant  buyers  for  cat- 
tle shipped  to  the  market,  no  matter  how  large  the  receipts  for 
any  one  day  or  series  of  days  might  be,  and  also  by  raising  the 
stimdard  of  business  integrity  among  its  members,  because  it 
required  every  member  to  comply  with  his  business  promises 
1 610]  and  verbal  agreements;  that  no  embargo  was  plflroed 
upon  any  one  purchasing  oc  desiring  to  purchase  cattle  at  the 
yards,  but  a  free  and  open  market  was  offered  to  all  buyers 
and  sellers;  that  the  members  of  the  organization  were  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  buying  and  selling  cattle  on  the  mar- 
ket, and  were  competitors  among  and  against  each  other; 
that  their  organization  did  not  restrain  or  interfere  with 
interstate  or  local  commerce,  and  the  members  did  not  monop- 
olize or  attempt  to  monopolize  the  business  of  buying  and 
selling  cattle  at  Kansas  City,  nor  did  the  organization  in  any 
manner  tend  to  limit  or  decrease  the  number  of  cattle  mar- 
keted at  Kansas  City,  but  that  it  had  the  contrary  effect;  that 
about  eighty-five  per  cent  of  the  total  receipts  for  the  years 
1895, 1896  and  1897  at  the  Kansas  City  market  of  cattle  had 
been  billed  to  the  Kansas  City  market  alone  for  purposes  of 
sale  there. 

Other  affidavits  were  presented  to  the  same  effect  Also 
the  affidavit  of  the  president  of  the  exchange.  The  president 
denied  all  allegations  in  relation  to  conspiracies  to  prevent 
other  persons  than  members  of  the  exchange  from  buying  and 
selling  cattle  upon  the  Kansas  City  market,  and  on  the  con- 
trary alleged  that  in  buying  cattle  the  defendants  were  in  com- 
petition with  each  other,  with  the  representative  buyers  of  all 
the  packing  houses,  with  the  representatives  of  the  various 
commission  merchants  who  buy  constantly  on  orders  from  a 
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distance,  and  with  others  who  buy  oa  orders  on  thdr  own  ac- 
count, none  of  whom  are  members  of  the  exchange,  and  that 
with  these  various  classes  of  buyers  the  defendants  constantly 
deal,  and  that  in  selling  cattle  they  compete  with  each  other 
and  with  shippers  and  commission  merdiants  offering  stock 
for  sale  on  the  market;  that  the  business  in  which  these 
defendants  are  engaged  is  that  of  buying  and  selling  cattle 
known  as  ^^  stockers  and  feeders:"  that  the  business  is  purely 
local  to  that  market;  that  the  defendants  do  not  deal  in 
quarantine  cattle  subject  to  government  inspection  or  cattle 
shipped  through  to  oUier  markets,  with  or  without  the  privi- 
lege of  the  Kansas  City  market,  nor  in  fat  cattle  sold  on  the 
local  market  shipped  to  other  States  or  to  foreign  countries; 
that  except  in  rare  instances  both  purchases  and  sales  made 
[611]  by  the  defendants  are  made  from  and  to  persons  not 
members  of  the  exchange,  imd  that  in  the  judgment  of  the 
president  about  ninety-nine  per  cent  of  the  transactions  by 
the  defendants  are  wiih  persona  not  members  of  the  exchange. 
A  copy  of  the  articles  of  association  is  annexed  to  the  affi- 
davit, which  contains  the  following  preamble: 

"  We,  the  undersigned,  for  the  porpose  of  organising  and  malntabi- 
Ing  a  huslness  exchange,  not  for  pecuniary  profit  or  gain,  but  to  pro- 
mote and  protect  all  interests  connected  with  the  buying  and  selling 
of  live  stock  at  the  Kansas  Olty  Stock  Yards,  and  to  coltiTate  courte- 
ous and  manly  conduct  towards  each  other,  and  give  dignity  and  re- 
sponsibility to  yard  traders,  have  associated  ourselves' together  under 
the  name  of  Traders*  Live  Stock  Exchange,  and  hereby  agree,  each 
with  the  other,  that  we  wUl  faithfully  observe  and  be  bound  by  the  fol- 
lowing rules  and  by-laws  and  such  new  rules,  additions  or  amend- 
ments as  may  from  time  to  time  be  adopted  In  conformity  with  the 
provisions  thereof  from  the  date  of  organization." 

Bules  10, 11, 12  and  18  are  as  follows : 

"  Rule  10.  This  exchange  will  not  recognize  any  yard  trader  unless 
he  is  a  member  of  the  Traders'  Live  Stock  Exdiange. 

"  Rule  11.  When  there  are  two  or  more  parties  tradhig  together  as 
partners,  they  shall  each  and  all  of  them  be  members  of  ^is  exchange. 

'*  Rule  12.  No  member  of  this  exchange  sliall  ^nploy  any  person  to 
buy  or  sell  cattle  unless  such  person  hold  a  certificate  of  membership 
in  this  exchange. 

"  Rule  IS.  No  member  of  this  exchange  shall  be  allowed  to  pay  any 
order  buyer  or  salesman  any  sum  of  money  as  a  fee  for  buying  cattle 
from  or  selling  cattle  to  such  party." 

These  are  the  rules  which  are  specially  obnoxious  to  the 
complaints,  and  are  alleged  to  be  in  their  effect  in  violation 
of  the  Federal  statute  above  mentioned. 
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Ut.  R.  E.  BaU  fw  Anderson  and  others.  Mr.  I.  P.  Byland 
and  Mr.  John  L.  Peck  were  on  his  brief. 

Mr.  John  R.  Walker  for  the  United  States.  Mr.  SoUeitot* 
Oenerdl  was  on  his  brief. 

[61S]  Mb.  JusncB  Pbckham,  after  stating  the  case,  de- 
liyered  the  opinion  of  the  court 

There  is  really  no  dispute  in  regard  to  the  facts  in  the  case. 
Although  the  bill  contains  various  allegations  in  regard  to 
conspiracies,  agreements  and  combinations  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  in  violation  of  the  Federal  statute,  yet  there  is 
no  evidence  of  any  act  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  pre- 
venting access  to  the  yards  or  preventing  purchases  and  sales 
of  cattle  by  any  one,  other  than  as  such  sales  may  be  pre- 
vented by  the  mere  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  as 
^'  yard  traders  "  to  do  business  with  those  who  are  also  yard 
traders,  but  are  not  members  of  the  exchange,  or  with  commis- 
sion merchants  where  sudi  commission  merdiants  themselves 
do  business  with  yard  traders  who  are  not  members  of  the  ex- 
change. In  other  words,  there  is  no  evidence  and  really  no 
charge  against  the  defendants  that  they  have  done  anything 
other  than  to  form  this  exchange  and  adopt  and  enforce  the 
rules  mentioned  above,  and  the  question  is  whether  by  their 
adopticm  and  by  peacefully  carrying  them  out  without  threats 
and  without  violence,  but  by  the  mere  refusal  to  do  business 
with  those  who  will  not  respect  their  rules,  there  is  a  viola- 
tion of  the  Federal  statute. 

This  case  differs  from  that  of  Hopkins  v.  United  States^ 
suproy  in  the  fact  that  these  defendants  are  themselves  pur- 
chasers of  cattle  on  the  market,  while  the  defendants  in  the 
Hopkins  case  were  only  commission  merchants  who  sold  the 
cattle  upon  commission  as  a  compensation  for  their  services. 

Counsel  for  the  Government  assert  that  any  agreement  or 
combination  among  buyers  of  cattle  coming  from  other 
States,  of  the  nature  of  the  by-laws  in  question,  is  an  agree- 
ment or  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  or  com- 
merce. 

The  facts  first  set  forth  in  the  complainants'  bill  upon 
whidi  to  base  the  daim  that  the  business  of  defendants  is  in- 
108W— a  Doc.  lU,  6»-l,  vol  1 62 
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terstate  commerce,  we  have  already  decided  in  tiie  Hopkins 
case  to  be  immaterial.  The  patl*ticid8r  situation  of  the  yards, 
partly  in  Kansas  and  partly  in  Missouri,  we  there  held  was  a 
fact  without  any  weight,  and  one  which  did  not  make  busi- 
ness inter-  [618]  state  commerce  which  otherwise  would  not 
partake  of  that  character. 

There  remain  in  the  bill  of  the  c<»[iplainants  the  Roga- 
tions that  the  cattle  come  from  various  States  and  are  placed 
on  sale  at  these  stock  yards  which  form  the  only  available 
market  for  many  miles  around,  and  that  they  are  sold  by  the 
commission  merchants  and  are  bought  in  large  ntmibers  by 
the  defendants  who  have  entered  into  what  the  complain- 
ants allege  to  be  a  contract,  combination  and  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  States, 
which  contract,  etc.,  it  is  alleged  is  carried  out  by  defendants 
unlawfully  and  oppressively  refusing  to  purchase  cattle  from 
a  commission  merchant  who  sells  or  purchases  cattle  from 
any  speculator  (yard  trailer)  who  is  not  a  member  of  the 
exchange ;  and  it  is  further  alleged  that  by  these  means  the 
traffic  in  cattle  at  the  Kansas  City  stock  yards  is  interfered 
with,  hindered  and  restrained,  and  extra  expense  and  loss  to 
the  owner  incurred,  and  that  thereby  the  defendants  have 
placed  an  obstruction  and  embargo  on  the  marketing  of 
cattle  shipped  from  other  States.  All  these  results  are  nl- 
leged  to  flow  from  the  agreement  among  the  defendants  as 
contained  in  the  by-laws  of  their  association,  particuhtrly 
those  numbered  ten,  eleven,  twelve  and  thirteen,  copies  of 
which  are  set  forth  in  the  statement  of  facts  herein. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  these  defiendants  have  in  any 
manner  other  than  by  the  rules  above  mentioned  hindered  or 
impeded  others  in  shipping,  trading  or  selling  their  stock,  or 
that  they  have  in  any  way  interfered  with  the  freedom  of 
access  to  the  stock  yards  of  any  attid  all  other  traders  and  pur- 
chasers, or  hindered  their  obtaining  the  ^me  fticilities  which 
were  therein  afforded  by  the  stock  yards  company  to  the 
defendants  as  members  of  the  exchange,  and  we  ttiinfc  the 
evidence  does  not  tend  to  show  that  tl»  above  results  have 
flowed  from  the  adoption  and  enforcement  of  ilie  rules  and 
regulations  referred  to. 

In  regard  to  rule  10,  the  question  is  whether,  wi^out  a 
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violation  of  the  act  of  Congress,  persons  who  are  engaged  in 
the  common  business  as  yard  traders  of  buying  cattle  at  the 
[614]  Kansas  City  stock  yards,  which  come  from  different 
States,  may  agree  among  themselves  that  they  will  form  an 
association  for  the  better  conduct  of  their  bumness,  and  that 
they  will  not  transact  business  with  other  yard  traders  who 
are  not  members,  nor  will  they  buy  cattle  from  those  who  also 
sell  to  yard  traders  who  are  not  members  of  the  association. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  the  association  does  no  business 
itself.  Those  who  are  members  thereof  compete  among  them- 
selves and  with  others  who  are  not  members,  for  the  purchase 
of  the  cattle,  while  the  association  itself  has  nothing  whatever 
to  do  with  transportation  nor  with  fixing  the  prices  for  which 
the  cattle  may  be  purchased  or  thereafter  sold.  Any  yard 
trader  can  become  a  member  of  the  association  upon  comply- 
ing with  its  conditions  of  membership,  and  may  remain  such 
as  long  as  he  comports  himself  in  accordance  with  its  laws. 
A  lessening  of  the  amount  of  the  trade  is  neither  the  neces- 
sary nor  direct  effect  of  its  formation,  and  in  truth  the 
amount  of  that  trade  has  greatly  increased  since  the  associa- 
tion was  formed,  and  there  is  not  the  slightest  evidence  that 
the  market  prices  of  cattle  have  been  lowered  by  reason  of  its 
existence.  There  is  no  feature  of  monopoly  in  the  whole 
transaction. 

The  defendants  are  engaged  in  buying  what  are  called 
"  stockers  and  feeders ; "  being  cattle  not  intended  for  any 
other  market,  and  the  demand  for  which  is  purely  local. 
They  have  arrived  at  their  final  destination  when  offered  for 
sale,  and  there  is  free  and  full  competition  for  their  purchase 
between  all  the  members  of  the  exchange,  as  well  as  between 
them  and  all  buyers  not  members  thereof,  who  are  not  also 
yard  traders.  With  the  latter  the  defendants  will  not  com- 
pete, nor  will  they  buy  of  the  commission  men  if  the  latter 
continue  to  sell  cattle  to  such  yard  traders. 

Have  the  defendants  the  right  to  agree  to  conduct  their 
own  private  business  in  this  way? 

Whether  there  is  any  violation  of  the  act  of  Congress  by  the 
adoption  and  enforcement  of  the  other  rules  of  the  associa- 
tion, above  referred  to,  will  be  considered  hereafter. 
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It  is  first  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellftnts  that  thej 
[616]  are  not  engaged  in  interstate  commeroe  or  trade,  and 
that  therefore  their  agreement  is  not  a  violation  of  the  act 
They  urge  that  the  cattle,  by  being  taken  from  the  cars  in 
whidi  they  were  transported  and  placed  in  the  various  pens 
hired  by  commission  merchants  at  the  cattle  3rards  of  Kjuisas 
Cily,  and  there  set  up  for  sale,  have  thereby  been  commingled 
with  the  general  mass  of  other  property  in  the  State,  and 
that  their  interstate  commercial  character  has  ceased  within 
the  decisions  of  this  court  in  Brown  v.  Houston^  114  U.  S. 
622,  and  PUtshurg  and  Southern  Goal  Co.  v.  Bates,  166  U.  S. 
677. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  answered  that  the  cases  dted  in- 
volved nothing  but  the  general  power  of  the  State  to  tax  all 
property  found  within  its  limits,  by  virtue  of  general  laws 
providing  for  such  taxation,  where  no  tax  is  levied  upon  the 
article  or  discrimination  made  against  it  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  it  has  come  from  another  State,  and  it  is  main- 
tained that  the  agreement  in  question  acts  directly  upon  the 
subject  of  interstate  commerce  and  adds  a  restraint  to  it 
whidi  is  unlawful  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

In  the  view  we  take  of  this  case  we  are  not  called  upon  to 
decide  whether  the  defendants  are  or  are  not  engaged  in  in- 
terstate commerce,  because  if  it  be  conceded  they  are  so  en- 
gaged, the  agreement  as  evidenced  by  the  by-laws  is  not  one 
in  restraint  of  that  trade,  nor  is  there  any  combination  to 
monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopolize  such  trade  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act 

It  has  already  been  stated  in  the  Hopkins  case,  above  men- 
tioned, that  in  order  to  come  within  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  the  direct  effect  of  an  agreement  or  combination 
must  be  in  restraint  of  that  trade  or  commerce  which  is 
among  the  several  States,  or  with  foreign  nations.  Where 
the  subject-matter  of  the  agreement  does  not  directly  relate 
to  and  act  upon  and  embrace  interstate  commerce,  and 
where  the  undisputed  facts  clearly  show  that  the  purpose 
of  the  agreement  was  not  to  regulate,  obstruct  or  restrain 
that  commerce,  but  that  it  was  entered  into  with  the  object 
of  properly  and  fairly  regulating  the  transaction  of  the  busi- 
ness in  which  the  parties  to  the  agreement  were  engaged, 
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such  agreement  will  be  upheld  as  [616]  not  within  the  stat- 
ute, where  it  can  be  seen  that  the  character  and  terms  of  the 
agreement  are  well  calculated  to  attain  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  formed,  and  where  the  effect  of  its  formation 
and  enforcement  upon  interstate  trade  or  commerce  is  in  any 
cTent  but  indirect  and  incidental,  and  not  its  purpose  or  ob- 
ject As  is  said  in  Smith  v.  Alabama^  124  U.  S.  466,  478; 
^  There  are  many  cases,  however,  where  the  acknowledged 
powers  of  a  State  may  be  exerted  and  applied  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  affect  foreign  or  interstate  commerce  without 
being  intended  to  operate  as  commercial  regulations.''  The 
same  is  true  as  to  certain  kinds  of  agreements  entered  into 
between  persons  engaged  in  the  same  business  for  the  direct 
and  bona  -fide  purpose  of  properly  and  reasonably  regulat- 
ing the  conduct  of  their  business  among  themselves  and  with 
the  public.  If  an  agreement  of  that  nature,  while  apt  and 
proper  for  the  purpose  thus  intended,  should  possibly, 
though  only  indirectly  and  unintentionally,  affect  interstate 
trade  or  commerce,  in  that  event  we  thhik  the  agreement 
would  be  good.  Otherwise,  there  is  scarcely  any  agreement 
among  men  which  has  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  for 
its  subject  that  may  not  remotely  be  said  to,  in  some  ob- 
scure way,  affect  that  commerce  and  to  be  therefore  void. 
We  think,  within  the  plain  and  obvious  construction  to  be 
placed  upon  the  act,  and  following  the  rules  in  this  regard 
already  laid  down  in  the  cases  heretofore  decided  in  this 
court,  we  must  hold  the  agreement  under  consideration  in 
this  suit  to  be  valid. 

From  very  early  times  it  has  been  the  custom  for  men  en- 
gaged in  the  occupation  of  buying  and  selling  articles  of  a 
similar  nature  at  any  particular  place  to  associate  them- 
selves together.  The  object  of  the  association  has  in  many 
cases  been  to  provide  for  the  ready  transaction  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  associates  by  obtaining  a  general  headquarters 
for  its  conduct,  and  thus  to  ensure  a  quick  and  certain  mar- 
ket for  the  sale  or  purchase  of  the  article  dealt  in.  Another 
purpose  has  been  to  provide  a  standard  of  business  integrity 
among  the  members  by  adopting  rules  for  just  and  fair 
dealing  among  them  and  enforcing  the  same  by  penalties 
for  their  violation.    The  agreements  have  been  voluntary, 
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and  the  [617]  penalties  have  been  eafc^ced  under  the  super- 
vision and  by  members  of  the  association*  The  pre- 
amble adopted  by  the  association  in  this  case  shows  the 
ostensible  purpose  of  its  formation.  It  was  not  formed  for 
pecuniary  profits,  and  a  careful  perusal  of  the  whole  agree- 
ment fails,  as  we  think,  to  show  that  its  purpose  was  other 
than  as  stated  in  the  preamble.  In  other  words,  we  think 
that  the  rules  adopted  do  not  contradict  the  expressed  pur- 
pose of  the  preamble,  and  that  the  result  naturally  to  be  ex- 
pected from  an  enforcement  of  the  rules  would  not  directly, 
if  at  all,  affect  interstate  trade  or  commerce.  The  agree- 
ment now  under  discussion  differs  radically  from  those  of 
United  States  v.  JeUico  Mountain  Coal  <t  Coke  Co.^  46  Fed. 
Rep.  432;  United  States  v.  Coai  Dealers  Association  of 
California^  85  Fed.  R^.  262,  and  United  States  v.  Addyston 
Pipe  <&  Steel  Co.^  85  Fed.  Rep.  271.  The  agreement  in  all 
of  these  cases  provided  for  fixing  the  prices  of  the  articles 
dealt  in  by  the  different  companies,  being  in  one  case  iron 
pipe  for  gas,  water,  sewer  and  other  purposes,  and  coal  in 
the  other  two  cases.  If  it  were  conceded  that  these  cases 
were  well  decided,  they  differ  so  materially  and  radically  in 
their  nature  and  purpose  from  the  case  under  consideration, 
that  they  form  no  basis  for  its  decision.  This  association 
does  not  meddle  with  prices  and  itself  does  no  business.  In 
refusing  to  recognize  any  yard  trader  who  is  not  a  member 
of  the  exchange,  we  see  no  purpose  of  thereby  affecting  or 
in  any  manner  restraining  interstate  commerce,  which,  if 
affected  at  all,  can  only  be  in  a  very  indirect  and  remote 
manner.  The  rule  has  no  direct  tendency  to  diminish  or  in 
any  way  impede  or  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  the  cat- 
tle dealt  in  by  defendants.  There  is  no  tendency  as  a  result 
of  the  rule,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  restrict  the  competition 
among  defendants  for  the  class  of  cattle  dealt  in  by  them. 
Those  who  are  selling  the  cattle  have  the  market  composed 
of  defendants,  and  also  composed  of  the  representative  buy- 
ers of  all  the  packing  houses  at  Kansas  City,  and  also  of  the 
various  commission  merchants  who  are  constantly  buying  on 
orders  and  of  those  who  are  buying  on  their  own  account 
This  makes  a  large  competition  wholly  outside  of  the  de- 
fendants.   The  owner  of  [618]  cattle  for  sale  is,  therefore. 
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furnished  with  a  market  at  which  tbe  competition  of  buyers 
has  a  broad  effect  All  yard  traders  have  the  opportunity 
of  becoming  m^o^ibers  of  the  exchange,  and  to  thus  obtain  all 
the  advantages  thereof. 

The  design  of  the  defendants  evidently,  is  to  bring  all  the 
yard  traders  into  the  association  as  members,  so  that  they 
may  become  subject  to  its  jurisdiction  and  be.  compelled  l^ 
its  rales  and  regulati<«s  to  tnuosact  business  in  the  honest 
and  straightforward  manner  provided  for  by  them.  If 
while  enforcing  the  rules  those  members  who  use  improper 
methods  or  who  fail  to  conduct  their  business  trsasactions 
fairly  and  honestly  are  disciplined  and  es^pdled,  and  there- 
by the  number  of  members  is  reduced,  and  to  that  extent 
the  number  of  competitors  limited,  yet  all  this  is  done,  not 
with  the  intent  or  purpose  of  affecting  in  the  slightest  de- 
gree interstate  trade  or  commerce,  and  such  trade  or  com- 
merce can  be  affected  thereby  only  most  remotely  and  indi- 
rectly, and  if,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  this  membership, 
the  association  refuse  business  relations  with  those  commis- 
sion merchants  who  insist  upon  buying  from  or  selling  to 
yard  traders  who  are  not  members  of  the  association,  we  see 
nothing  that  can  be  said  to  affect  the  trade  or  commerce  in 
question  other  than  in  the  nu)st  roundabout  and  indirect 
manner.  The  agreement  relates  to  the  action  of  the  asso- 
ciates themselves,  and  it  places  in  effect  np  tax  upon  any  in- 
strument or  subject  of  commerce;  it  exacts  no  license  from 
parties  engaged  in  the  commercial  pursuits,  and  prescribes 
no  condition  in  accordance  with  which  commerce  in  particu- 
lar articles  or  between  particular  places  is  required  to  be  con- 
ducted. Sherlock  v.  Ailing j  93  U.  S.  99;  Smith  v.  Alabama^ 
124  U.  S.  466,  473 ;  PiUshurg  and  Southern  Coal  Company 
V.  Louimana,  166  U.  S.  690,  698. 

If  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  the  membership  of  the  ex- 
change, and  of  thus  procuring  the  transaction  of  their  busi- 
ness upon  a  proper  and  fair  basis  by  aU  who  are  engaged 
therein,  the  defendants  refuse  to  do  business  with  those  com- 
mission men  who  sell  to  or  purchase  from  yard  traders  who 
are  not  members  of  the  exchange,  the  possible  effect  of  such  a 
course  [619]  of  conduct  upon  interstate  commerce  is  quite 
remote,  not  intended  and  too  small  to  be  taken  into  account 
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The  agreement  lacks,  too,  every  ingredient  of  a  monopoly. 
Every  one  can  become  a  member  of  the  association,  and  the 
natural  desire  of  each  member  to  do  as  mudi  business  as  he 
could  would  not  be  in  the  least  diminished  by  reason  of  mem- 
bership, while  the  business  done  would  still  be  the  individual 
and  private  business  of  each  member,  and  each  would  be  in 
direct  and  immediate  competition  with  each  and  all  of  the 
other  members.  If  all  engaged  in  the  business  were  to  be- 
come members  of  the  association,  yet,  as  the  association  itself 
does  no  business,  it  can  and  does  monopolize  none.  The 
amount  and  value  of  interstate  trade  is  not  at  all  directly 
affected  by  such  membership;  the  competition  among  the 
members  and  with  others  who  are  seeking  purchasers  would 
be  as  large  as  it  would  otherwise  have  been,  and  the  only  re- 
sult of  the  agreement  would  be  that  no  yard  traders  would 
remain  who  were  not  members  of  the  association.  It  has  no 
tendency,  so  far  as  can  be  gathered  from  its  object  or  frcMn 
the  language  of  its  rules  and  regulations,  to  limit  the  extent 
of  the  demand  for  cattle  or  to  limit  the  number  of  cattle 
marketed  or  to  limit  or  reduce  their  price  or  to  place  any  im- 
pediment or  obstacle  in  the  course  of  the  commercial  stream 
which  flows  into  the  Kansas  City  cattle  market  While  in 
case  all  the  yard  traders  are  not  induced  to  become  members 
of  the  association,  and  those  who  are  such  members  refuse  to 
recognize  the  others  in  business,  we  can  see  no  such  direct, 
necessary  or  natural  connection  between  that  fact  and  the 
restraint  of  interstate  conmieroe  as  to  render  the  agreement 
not  to  recognize  them  void  for  that  reason.  A  claim  that 
such  refusal  may  thereby  lessen  the  number  of  actual  traders 
on  the  market,  and  thus  possibly  reduce  the  demand  for  and 
the  prices  of  the  cattle  there  set  up  for  sale,  and  so  affect 
interstate  trade,  is  entirely  too  remote  and  fanciful  to  be 
accepted  as  valid. 

This  case  is  unlike  that  of  HopkmB  v.  Oxley  Stave  Oom- 
pany^  83  Fed.  Rep.  912,  to  which  our  attention  has  be^ 
called.  The  case  cited  was  decided  without  reference  to  the 
act  of  Con-  [620]  gress  upon  which  alone  the  case  at  bar  is 
prosecuted,  and  the  agreement  was  held  void  at  common  law 
as  a  conspiracy  to  wrongfully  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  its 
right  to  manage  its  business  according  to  the  dictates  of  its 
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own  judgment  It  was  also  said  that  the  fact  could  not  be 
overlooked  that  another  object  of  the  conspiracy  was  to 
deprive  the  public  at  large  of  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  a 
labor-saving  machine  which  teemed  to  the  court  to  be  one  of 
great  utility.  No  questicm  as  to  interstate  commerce  arose 
and  none  was  decided. 

From  what  has  already  been  said  regarding  rule  10,  it 
would  seem  to  follow  that  the  other  rules  (11, 12  and  18)  are 
of  equal  validity  as  rule  10,  and  for  the  same  reasons.    The 
rules  are  evidently  of  a  character  to  enforce  the  purpose  and 
object  of  the  exchange  as  set  forth  in  the  preamble,  and  we 
think  that  for  such  purpose  they  are  reasonable  and  fair. 
They  can  possibly  affect  interstate  trade  or  commerce  in  but 
a  remote  way,  and  are  not  void  as  violations  of  the  act  of 
Congress. 
We  are  of  opinion  therefore  that  the  order  in  this  case 
should  be  reversed  and  the  case  remanded  to  tJie  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  Western  Division  of 
the  Western  District  of  Missouri  with  directions  to  dis- 
miss the  complainants^  bill  with  costs. 

Mb.  JusnoB  Hablak  dissented. 

Mb.  JusnoB  MoKenna  took  no  part  in  the  decision  of  this 
case. 


[479]       CRAVENS  v.  CARTER-CRUME  CO. 

(Circuit  Oourt  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Olrcalt    March  7,  1889.) 
192  Fed,  479.] 

niA]>-OBjaonoNS  to  Bytobnce — Suffichnot. — ^Brror  cannot  be  as- 
signed upon  the  action  of  the  court  in  receiving  documents  In  evi- 
dence, where  no  ground  for  their  exclusion  Is  stated  in  the  objection 
made.A 

Monopolies — Combination  to  Rbstbiot  Pboduction — Vaijditt  or  Con- 
TBAOTS. — ^At  a  convention  of  manufacturers  of  wooden  ware  In  which 
80  per  cent  of  the  production  of  the  country  was  represented,  a  com- 
bination [480]  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  restricting  the  produc- 
tion of  wooden  dishes  throughout  the  country,  and  keeping  up  the 

•  Syllabus  and  statement  copyrighted,  1899,  by  West  Publishing  Co. 
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price  thereof.  To  this  end  It  web  expected  and  Intended  that  all  the 
factories  would  be  brought  under  the  contjrol  of  a  central  organiza- 
tion, which  was  to  regulate  the  prices.  The  articles  to  which  the 
combination  related  were  such  as  are  In  common  use.  Held,  that  a 
contract  made  in  pursuance  of  such  combination,  by  which  a  manu- 
facturer was  guarantied  a  certain  sum  aa  dlTidands  on  his  stock  in 
the  central  company,  in  consideration  of  the  closing  of  his  factory 
for  a  year,  was  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  therefore  unlawful, 
and  would  not  be  enforced  by  the  courts. 

Error  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Ohio. 

Charles  Grayens,  plaintiff  in  ercor»  a  citizen  of  Indiana,  doing  bndness 
at  Paducah,  Ky.,  under  the  name  of  Charles  Cravens  &  Co.,  brought 
this  action  againnt  the  Ort«:-Crome  Company,  a  West  Virginia  cor- 
poration, the  National  Mercantile  Company,  an  Ohio  corporation,  and 
the  Crume  &  Sefton  Manufacturing  Company,  another  West  Virginia 
corporation,  to  recover  the  sum  of  $9,000,  which  he  claimed  had  inured 
to  him  under  the  guaranty  of  the  Carter-Crume  Cou^nnj  that  the 
dividends  upon  certain  stock,  sold  to  him  by  contract  between  the 
National  Mercantile  Company  and  himselA  should  amount  to  the  sum 
of  $9,000  for  the  year  them  next  ensuing.  The  National  Mercantile 
Company  demurred  to  the  petition,  and,  the  demurrer  being  sustained, 
the  case  was  dismissed  as  to  that  company.  The  Crume  &  Sefton 
Manufacturing  Company  dropped  out  of  the  case  by  consent  of  parties 
The  Carter-Crume  Company  answered  the  petition,  and  the  plaintiff 
replied.  As  no  question  arose  upon  the  pleadings;  and  none  of  the 
errors  assigned  has  relation  thereto,  it  is  unnecessary  to  give  any  de- 
tailed statement  thereof.  The  only  questions  involved  are  such  as 
arose  upon  the  trial  of  the  case,  and  they  are  based  entirely  upon  the 
testimony.  The  facts  as  they  appeared  upon  the  trial  were  substan- 
tially these: 

The  plaintiff,  Cravens,  was,  and  for  some  time  had  been,  engaged  In 
manufacturing  wooden  dishes  and  dish  machines  at  Paducah,  Ky., 
at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  contract  of  guaranty,  which  was 
on  the  28th  day  of  August,  1896.  At  that  time  there  were  also  a  num- 
ber of  parties  engaged  in  the  same  kind  of  business  at  various  other 
places  scattered  throughout  the  United  States,  principally  In  the  north- 
em  portion  thereof.  One  of  these  was  the  Carter-Crume  Company, 
which,  by  its  charter,  was  required  to  establish  its  principal  office  at 
Niagara  Falls,  N.  Y.  The  president  and  secretary  kept  their  offices 
at  that  place,  but  the  vice-president  and  manager  had  offices  at  Day- 
ton, Ohio.  Another  of  such  manufacturers  was  the  Crume  ft  Sefton 
Manufacturing  Company,  the  locality  of  whose  principal  office  Is  not 
stated,  but  it  appears  to  have  been  doing  business  at  Dayton,  Ohia 
The  National  Mercantile  Company  was  an  Ohio  corporation,  having 
its  principal  office  at  Dayton,  the  majority  of  the  stock  in  which  was 
owned  by  parties  largely  interested  in  the  other  two  companies  just 
mentioned.  William  D.  Crome,  of  the  Carter-Crome  Company,  and 
John  C.  Crume,  of  the  Crume  ft  Sefton  Con^Mmy,  weoe  charter  mem- 
l>er8  thereof.  William  E.  Crume  was  the  secretary,  and  appears  to 
have  been  largely  influential  in  the  direction  of  the  management  of  the 
National  Mercantile  Company.  He  was  also  vice  president  of  the 
Carter-Crume  Company,  and  managed  its  affairs  at  Dayton,  Ohia 
The  business  f6r  which  the  National  Mercantile  Company  was  Inoor- 
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porated  is  thus  sat  fovth  In  ihe  third  article  of  Ino^rporatlon :  ^  Said 
coiporatkm  is  tormtA  for  tha.  purpose  of  buying  and  salllns  and  deal- 
ing in  wooden  ware  and  grocers'  novelties."  It  was  not  a  manufac- 
torer.  This  corporation  appears  to  have  been  formed  for  the  purpose 
of  creating  a  common  controlling  bead,  into  connection  with  which 
the  yarious  manstecturara  of  wooden  dishes  thnoughout  the  country 
should,  as  far  as  possible,  be  brought*  whereby  the  output  and  sale 
of  their  manufactarea  ahouid  ha  cootrolled  in  respect  to  quantity  and 
priceu  Tt»  plaintiff  GraYflii%  after  some  preliminary  negotiations 
with  the  parties  representing  the  corporations  doing  business  at  Day- 
toOf  as  above  stated*  went  there  on  the  date  ahova  mentioned,  August 
28,  1866,  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  and  conferring  with  those  parties 
and  others  [481]  interested  in  the  manufactnoa  of  wooden  dishes  and 
dish  machines.  A  considerable  number  of  such  persona  from  different 
places  in  the  country,  representing  about  80  pec  cent  of  the  entire 
output  of  woodtti  dii^es  in  the  country,  conyened  there  that  day,  and 
a  meeting  was  held,  which  the  plaintiff  attended,  for  the  purpose  of 
effecting  a  combination  whereby  the  output  of  their  goods  should  be 
reatrlcted  and  prices  maintained*  This  plan  inyolyed  the  making  of 
contracts  by  the  manufacturers  with  the  National  Mercantile  Gom- 
panj  0^  a  kind  similar  to  that  hereinafter  stated  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  National  Mercantile  Ck>mpany.  Having  taken  some  of  the 
Btoek,  the  plaintiff  was  made  a  director  of  that  company  on  that  day. 
The  following  Is  an  extract  from  his  testimony,  as  found  in  the 
bill  of  exceptions:  *'Q.  Mr.  Cravena  you  were  contemplating  that 
deal  before  that?  A.  I  was  contemplating  a  deal  with  the  National 
Mercantile  Company.  Q.  You* went  down  to  Dayton  for  the  purpose 
of  getting  into  that  deal?  A.  I  didn't  know.  I  was  asked  to  go 
and  attend  a  meeting*  Q.  In  whajt  way?  A.  A  meeting  of  the  dif- 
ferent manufacturers.  Q.  How  much  of  the  output  of  the  country 
was  represented  at  that  time?  A.  I  could  not  say.  Q.  Have  you 
no  idea?  A.  (No  response.)  Q.  What  was  the  object  of  the  meet- 
ing, as  stated  to  you?  A.  Mr.  Grume  had  been  to  see  me;  wanted 
me  to  go  into  the  National  M^cantile  Company.  He  wanted  me  to 
put  my  f^K^tory  In.  My  factory  would  represent  so  much  stock.  My 
dlvldi^,  he  said,  would  amount  to  six  thousand  dollars  or  more. 
I  refused  to  do  It  I  told  him  that  I  would  if  Carter-Crume  Com- 
pany would  guaoaoty  me  nine  thousand  doUars.  I  would  close  my 
factory,  and  not  run  it  at  all.  Q.  You  were  made  director  of  the 
National  Mercantile  Company?  A.  Yes^  sir.  Q.  What  was  the  object 
of  that  ccmipany,  aa  you  understood  aa  a  director?  A.  Well,  I  saw 
that  they  were  then  working  to  get  all  these  factories  in  line.  Q. 
For  what  purpose?  A.  They  wanted  to  dose  my  factory.  Q.  For 
what  purpose?  A.  To  get  the  factories  all  in  line.  Q.  Aa  you  under- 
stand that  as  a  director  of  the  company?  A.  They  were  to  maintain 
prioea  Q.  And  anything  elae,  sir?  A.  What  they  wanted  to  do  was 
to  conts^  the  husinesa  at  that  time.  Q.  And  that  was  the  object  of 
that  meeting,  was  it  not?  A.  That  was  the  object  of  that  meeting ;  yes, 
str*  Q.  And  you  ware  director  of  the  company?  A.  I  was  director 
of  the  company.  I  will  states  though,  before  I  went  into  that  com- 
pany I  had  the  guaranty — I  had  Mr.  Crume'a  word  that  Carter- 
Cnuae  Company  would  guaranty  me  nine  thousand  dollars  a  year, 
if  I  did  tiiia  Q.  You  knew  what  you  were  going  into?  You  made 
the  proposition  that  If  they  would  guaranty  tfaia  nine  thousand  dol- 
lars, you  would'  close  your  factory?  A.  I  was  leasing  them  my  ma- 
dilnery.  Q.  IHdn't  you  know  what  the  Mercantile  Company  was 
buying  your  factory  for, — ^what  you  were  going  into  it  for?  A.  To 
get  rid  of  my  machinery;  to  get  this  nine  thousand  dollars.  Q. 
Didn't  Mr.  Crume  tell  you  what  he  wanted  to  do?  A.  That  he 
wanted  to  get  me  in  line.    Q.  What  for?    A.  To  maintain  pricea." 
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On  the  occaaton  of  that  meeting,  the  following  oantracfai  were 
entered  into  between  the  plaintiif  and  the  otiier  iMirtieB  named 
tlierein: 

''OONTBA.OT. 

''This  agreonent,  entered  into  by  and  between  tlie  National  Mer- 
cantile CkHnpany,  a  corporation  by  Tirtoe  of  and  nnder  the  laws 
of  Ohio,  with  office  at  Dayton,  Ohio,  their  enccesaon  or  aaBlgna,  party 
of  the  first  part,  and  Gharles  Oravens  &  Oo^  a  co-partnership,  of 
Padncah,  Ky.,  parties  of  the  second  part,  witnesseth : 

''(1)  That  party  of  the  first  part  being  deeirons  of  leasing  all  the 
wood-dish  machines  now  owned  or  controlled  by  the  party  of  the 
second  part,  and  the  party  of  the  second  part  betaig  desirotis  of  rent- 
ing said  machines  to  the  party  of  the  first  part,  it  is  hereby  agreed 
that,  for  the  som  of  one  dollar  (|1.00)  and  other  yaluable  consid- 
erations, the  party  of  the  second  part  agrees  to  lease,  and  does  hereby 
lease,  to  the  party  of  the  first  part,  all  the  wood-dish  machinen  now 
owned  or  controlled  by  it,  and  all  the  wood-dish  machines  that  may, 
during  the  continuance  of  this  contract,  come  into  the  possession 
or  control  of  the  party  of  the  second  part 

"(2)  It  is  also  agreed  and  understood  that  tlie  said  machines  shall 
remain  [482]  in  tlie  possession  and  control  of  the  party  of  the  second 
part,  and  it  agrees  to  operate  and  keep  in  repair  the  said  machines, 
and  proceed  to  make  wood  dishes  for  the  party  of  the  first  iMirt,  on 
the  following  terms  and  conditions : 

**  (8)  Tlie  wood  dishes  shall  be  made  of  gum  and  maple  wood,  all 
light  in  color,  all  first  quality,  and  satfsfactory  to  the  general  trade, 
and  they  shall  be  securely  packed  in  good,  substantial  crates,  con- 
taining 250  or  500  dishes,  as  may  be,  from  time  to  time,  specified  by 
first  party.  If  packed  in  crates,  the  crate  heads  shall  be  planed, 
branded,  and  stenciled  as  instructed  by  the  party  of  the  first  part 

**  (4)  The  party  of  the  first  part  agrees  to  take  wood  dislies  pa 
year  during  the  continuance  of  this  contract,  .which  shall  be  dis- 
tributed as  near  as  may  be  to  dishes  daily. 

"  (5)  It  is  h^eby  agreed  that  the  price  to  be  paid  fbr  said  wood 
dishes  shall  be:  No.  1-2's,  65c.;  No.  I's,  65c.;  Na  2's,  75c.;  Na  8's, 
85c ;  No.  5*8,  |1.05, — ^per  thousand,  f.  a  b.  cars  at  factory  point,  and 
shipped  as  per  instructions  from  party  of  the  first  part ;  shipping  bill, 
together  with  invoice,  to  be  promptly  mailed  to  party  of  the  first  part 
Terms:  Gash  ten  days  after  date  of  bill  of  lading. 

*'  (6)  In  consideration  of  the  large  quantity  of  wood  dishes  pur- 
chased by  the  party  of  the  first  part  the  party  of  the  second  part 
agrees  that  it  will  not  make  for  or  sell  wood  dishes,  directly  or  in- 
directly, to  any  other  person,  firm,  or  corporation. 

'*  (7)  The  dishes  purchased  by,  and  to  be  made  for,  the  party  of 
the  first  part  shall  not  become  the  property  of  the  party  of  the  first 
part  until  they  are  loaded  on  board  cars  or  yessel,  and  receipted  fbr 
by  the  transportation  company. 

"  (8)  It  is  further  agreed  that  the  party  of  the  second  part  shall 
make  a  weekly  factory  report  to  the  party  of  the  first  part ;  said  report 
to  be  made  out  on  the  Monday  following  the  dose  of  each  week,  and 
mailed  to  the  office  of  the  first  party.  This  report  to  contain  a  record 
of  the  quantity  of  each  sise  dish  made  and  shipped  for  the  we^  and 
quantity  on  hand  at  the  end  of  each  week.  These  reports  to  be 
made  out  on  report  blanks  furnished  by  the  party  of  the  first  part 

'*  (9)  The  party  of  the  second  part  agrees  to  furnish  wood  dishes 
additionally  in  proportion  to  above-named  quantity,  at  the  same  prices, 
and  upon  the  conditions,  herein  named,  if  called  to  do  so  by  tbe  party 
of  the  first  part 
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^  (10)  Where  the  words  *  wood  dishes '  are  used  herein.  It  Is 
understood  that  wire-end  wood  dishes  are  meant 
^'August  28, 1806. 

"The  Nationai.  Mkbcanthc  Gompant, 

"  By  W.  E.  Gbumb,  8e&if. 
**  By  Ohablm  Cbatxns  &  Oa" 

**  SUFFUMEIITABT  AflBOintlTr. 

**  Between  tlie  National  Mercantile  Ck)nipany  of  Dayton,  Ohio,  party 
of  the  first  part,  and  Charles  Cravens  &  Co.,  party  of  the  second  part 
to  be  attached  to  and  become  a  part  of  an  original  agreement  between 
the  above  parties,  dated  August  28,  1805: 

**  (1)  Party  of  the  second  part  being  desirous  of  obtaining  forty- 
nine  shares  of  the  capital  sto<^  of  the  National  Mercantile  Company, 
hereby  agrees  to  pay  for  the  same  five  hundred  dollars  ($500),  to  be 
paid  for  in  wood  dishes  shipped  to  the  order  of  the  party  of  the  first 
part  all  to  be  of  first  quall^r,  and  at  the  prices  named  in  the  original 
agreement  of  August  28,  1805. 

**  (2)  The  value  of  said  dishes  to  be  placed  to  tlie  credit  of  the 
second  party  on  the  books  of  the  company,  representing  its  shares  in 
the  capital  stock  of  the  company. 

**  (8)  Said  quantity  of  dishes  in  value  to  be  furnished  by  the  party 
of  the  second  part  before  the  party  of  the  first  part  sliall  be  required 
to  pay  cash  for  dishes,  as  specified  in  section  5  of  the  original  agree- 
ment 

**  (4)  It  is  agreed,  upon  the  expiration  of  this  agreement  or  any 
renewal  thereof,  that  the  sliare  of  assets  of  the  company,  as  represented 
by  the  shares  of  stock  lield  by  the  party  of  the  second  part  shall  be 
paid  over  to  the  party  of  the  second  part 

[48S]  "*  (5)  Tills  agreement  to  remain  in  force  and  effect  during 
the  continuance  of  the  contract  between  the  parties  hereto  of  even 
date  herewith. 

"The  National  Mkboanthc  Compant, 

**  By  W.  E.  Cbxtms,  Seoretary. 
**  By  Chaslbs  Cbavkns  &  Co. 

^  It  is  hereby  agreed,  by  the  parties  liereto,  that  the  Carter-Crume 
Company,  a  corporation  under  tlie  laws  of  West  Virginia,  agrees  to 
assume,  and  does  hereby  assume,  to  make  the  above  quantity  of  wood 
dishes  at  the  prices  and  upon  the  conditions  above  named. 
**  Dated  August  28,  1805. 

**  Thb  Cabteb-Cbums  Company, 
"  By  W.  B.  Cbxtms,  Vice  Presidmt. 
**  By  Chablbs  Cbavens  &  Co." 

"Memorandum  of  agreement  made  this  28th  day  of  August  1806, 
by  and  between  the  Garter-Crume  Company,  a  corporation  organized 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  West  Virginia,  party  of  the  first  part 
and  Charles  Cravens  &  Co.,  of  Paducah,  Kentucky,  parties  of  the 
second  part  referring  to  a  contract  and  supplementary  agreement 
made  this  day  betwe^i  the  National  Mercantile  Company,  Dayton, 
Ohio,  and  Charles  Cravens  h  Co.,  of  Paducah,  Kentucky,  parties  of 
the  second  part:  Inasmuch  as,  under  the  agreement  above  referred 
to,  Charles  Cravens  &  Co.  have  become  owners  of  fifty  shares  of  stock 
in  the  National  Mercantile  Company,  parties  of  the  first  part  guar- 
anty to  parties  of  the  second  part  that  the  dividends  paid  by  the 
National  Mercantile  Company  to  Charles  Cravens  &  Qo^  on  said  fifty 
shares  of  stock,  shall  amount  to  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars 
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($760)  per  montb,  or  a  total  <yf' tilfie  tHonmid  ($9,000)  dollars  for  tbe 
year,  ending  one  year  from  to-day,  or,  ta  13ie  eyeift  of  «ach  diTidends 
not  amounting  to  such  amount,  then  parties  of  the  first  part  agree  to 
pay  to  parties  of  tbe  isiecond  part  On  Or  before  one  year  from  to-day, 
the  difference  in  money  between  the  total  amount  of  dividends  paid  on 
said  fifty  shares  of  stO(^  and  the  sum  of  nine  thousand  ($9,000) ;  it 
also  being  a  condition  of  this  agreement  that  party  of  the  second  part 
is  not  to  manufacture  tbe  dishes  for  the  National  Mercantile  Oom- 
pany,  as  specified  in  their  contract  of  this  date,  referred  to  above,  but 
such  dishes  are  to  be  made  in  fulfillment  of  said  contract  by  the  party 
of  the  first  part  Party  of  the  first  part  to  receive  all  money  paid  by 
the  National  Mercantile  Company  for  such  dishes. 
«<  Signed  August  28,  1895. 

''The  CiorrBB-CBUME  Company. 
**  By  W.  B.  Cbumk,  Vice  PreMent. 
"  By  Ohakles  Cravbns  A  Co." 

Typewritten  minutes  of  the  proceedings  at  a  meeting  of  the  direct- 
ors of  the  National  Mercantile  Company  attended  by  the  plaintiff  on 
that  day,  whieh  a  witness  testified  ware  taken  at  the  ttane,  were 
offered  in  evidence  by  defendant,  jand,  against  objection  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff,  received,  which,  among  other  thhigs,  stated  that  it  was 
resolved :  "  That  it  is  the  policy  of  this  company  to  bold  the  price  on 
machine-made  wire-end  wood  butter  dishes  firm  at  $1.00  basis,  and 
that  the  secretary  be,  and  is  hereby.  Instructed  to  use  his  best  en- 
deavor to  stop  all  attempts  to  manufacture  dishes,  or  the  making  of 
machines  for  the  manufacture  of  wood  dishes,  and  to  use  coercive 
measures,  if  necessary,  to  accomplish  this  result"  These  'mhrates 
had  never  been  entei*ed  In  any  record  book  of  tbe  company. 

The  plaintiff  executed  his  part  of  the  above  agreements,  and  In  due 
time  demanded  the  $9,000,  no  part  of  which  had  been,  or  was  at  any 
time,  paid  to  him.  Numerous  other  contracts  betweoi  manufac- 
turers of  wooden  dishes  and  the  National  Mercantile  Company  or  -the 
Carter-Crume  Company  of  a  similar  character,  made  about  the  same 
time,  were  offered  in  evidence,  and  received,  against  the  objection  of 
counsel  for  plaintiff,  who,  however,  assigned  no  reasons  or  grounds  for 
his  objection.  Some  other  incidental  facts  were  shown,  but  the  fore- 
going is  tbe  subcitflnoe  of  the  case  as  it  appeared  upon  tbe  trial.  The 
trial  Judee  held,  at  tbe  concfusion  of  the  evidence,  that  the  contisetB 
between  the  plaintiff,  the  National  Mercantile  Company,  and  tbe 
Carter-Crume  Company,  were  not,  standing  by  themselves,  mUawful, 
but  that  when  taken  in  connection  with  the  other  facta,  ^Hilch  bad 
been  shown,  it  appeared  that  they  formed  part  of  an  unlawful  com- 
bination in  restraint  of  trade;  [484]  that  they  were  therefore  con- 
trary to  public  policy,  and  could  not  be  enforced.  He  therefore  di- 
rected a  verdict  for  the  defendant  Counsel  for  plaintiff  duly  ex- 
cepted thereto,  and,  the  verdict  and  Judgment  having  passed  In  ac- 
cordance with  the  instructions  of  the  court,  the  ease  is  bron^  here 
on  writ  of  error. 

Charles  W.  Baker^  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Joseph  W.  Wilby^  for  defendant  in  error. 

Before  Lubtdn,  Circuit  Judge,  and  Ssvebsns  and  Clark, 
District  Judges. 
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Sevesens,  District  Judge,  haying  stated  the  case  as  above, 
delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

The  first  of  the  assignments  of  error  relates  to  the  ad- 
mission in  evidence  of  the  contracts  between  other  parties 
and  the  National  Mercantile  Company  of  a  kind  similar  to 
that  of  the  plaintiff  with  the  latter  company.  But  no 
grounds  were  stated  for  the  objection  to  their  admission, 
and  for  that  reason,  according  to  the  settled  rule,  error  can- 
not be  assigned  upon  the  action  of  the  court  receiving  them. 
8  Enc.  PL  &  Prac.  163,  and  cases  cited.  It  may  not  be  im- 
proper, however,  to  say  that  no  valid  reason  occurs  to  us  on 
which  the  objection  could  have  been  based,  seeing  that  those 
contracts  were  immediately  connected  with  the  contracts  in 
suit,  and,  all  taken  together,  cwistitute  the  entire  transaction 
in  which  the  parties  were  engaged.  The  same  observation  is 
applicable  to  contracts  between  Cravens  and  the  defendant, 
the  Carter-Crume  Company,  and  the  National  Mercantile 
Company,  which  are  copied  in  the  preceding  statement  of 
facts.    They  are  to  be  construed  as  one. 

The  second  assignment  relates  to  the  following  ruling  of 
the  court  at  the  conclusion  of  the  evidence  to  the  jury : 

*'  Now  on  the  fiace  of  the  papers  themselves,  I  do  not  thhilc,  and  I 
so  charge  you,  that  the  contracts — the  three  of  them — are  against 
public  policy.  But  there  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  these  con- 
tracts were  a  part  of  a  combination  or  plan  entered  into  between  the 
manufacturers  to  the  extent  of  eighty  per  cent  of  the  output  of  the 
country  of  wooden  dishes,  by  which  they  each  made  a  contract  with  a 
central  company,  who  was  to  be  ttie  selling  company,  agreeing  to  sell 
aU  their  output  to  that  company  at  cost  taking  shares  in  that  com- 
pany, and  allowing  that  company  to  fix  the  market  price  for  the  dis- 
position of  the  goods  after  they  had  been  transferred  to  them  for 
sale,  and  that  these  contracts  were  made  for  the  purpose  of  main- 
taining prices,  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  malntahiing  prices  fur- 
ther tkey  made  contracts  to  limit  the  production  of  machines  for  the 
making  of  wooden  dishes.*' 

The  record  proceeds  to  state :  '^  Whereupon  the  counsel  for 
plaintiff  esoepted  to  that  part  of  the  charge  of  the  court 
touching  the  contracts  as  being  against  public  policy."  In 
ezpknaticm,  it  is  proper  to  say  that  the  above  ruling  was 
given  in  charge  to  the  jury  in  its  proliminary  instructions. 
The  jury  reported  a  dist^greement  Whereupon  tiie  court 
gave  them  dii'eot  instructions  to  find  for  the  defendant    The 
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latter  instniciion  superseded  the  former,  and  opens  the 
whole  case. 

The  third  assignment  is  based  upon  the  exception  to  the 
direction  of  the  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant  We  can* 
not,  of  course,  assume,  and  the  court  below  could  not, 
that  any  fact  was  established  about  which  there  was  room 
for  controversy.  All  questions  of  fact  [485]  material  to 
the  issue,  about  whidi  different  opinions  could  fairly  have 
been  formed,  were  for  the  jury;  and  the  question  for  us  is 
whether  upon  the  facts,  wMch  were  substantially  uncontro- 
verted,  induding  those  to  which  the  plaintiff  himself  testi- 
fied, the  verdict  which  the  court  directed  was  the  only  one 
which  the  court  would  have  allowed  finally  to  stand.  Rail- 
way Co.  V.  Lowery^  20  C.  C.  A.  696, 74  Fed,  468,  and  43  U.  S. 
App.  408.  From  the  preceding  statement  of  the  case  as  ex- 
hibited upon  the  trial,  the  material  and  uncontroverted 
facts  may  be  gathered  into  the  following  synopsis.  But 
first,  we  lay  out  of  consideration  the  typewritten  minutes  of 
the  proceedings  at  the  meeting  of  the  directors  of  the 
National  Mercantile  Company,  on  August  28,  1896.  We 
think  it  might  well  be  that  the  jury  would  have  been  justi- 
fied in  sharing  the  suspicion  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  re- 
gard to  their  genuineness  and  veracity.  It  must  be  ad- 
mitted that  it  is  most  remarkable  that  any  board  of  directors 
of  a  business  establishment  should  pass  such  a  resolution  as 
is  quoted  in  the  foregoing  preliminary  statement,  however 
much  in  line  it  might  be  with  their  real  purposes. 

The  parties  who  were  engaged  in  these  transactions,  of 
whom  the  plaintiff  was  one,  representing  80  per  cent,  of  the 
total  product,  undertook  to,  and  did  in  fact,  form  a  combina- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  restricting  the  production  of  wooden 
dishes  throughout  the  country  and  keeping  up  the  prices 
thereof.  The  articles  to  which  this  combination  had  refer- 
ence were  articles  in  common  use.  The  plaintiff's  oontrada 
were  part  of  the  means  employed  for  effecting  the  common 
object,  and  he  secured  the  means  of  sharing  in  the  prc^ts  ex- 
pected to  be  gained  through  the  combination.  To  this  end 
all  the  factories  were  expected  to  be  brought  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  National  Mercantile  Company,  whidi  was  to  regu- 
late the  prices.   The  plaintiff  testified  that  it  was  the  purpose 
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to  dose  his  fitctory,  and  not  ran  it  at  alL  He  farther  testified 
that  it  was  the  purpose  ^^  to  get  all  the  factories  in  line,''  in 
order  ^^  to  maintain  prices.''  He  was  guarantied  $9,000  for 
closing  his  factory  for  a  year,  and  the  contract  included  all 
the  dish  machines  that  might  come  into  his  possession  or  con- 
trol, thus  disabling  himself  from  manufacturing,  and  he  obli- 
gated himself  not  to  sell  any  wood  dishes  to  any  other  person, 
directly  or  indirectly,  during  the  continuance  of  th^  contract 
It  is  manifest  that  it  was  the  expectation,  and  that  the  parties 
intended,  to  get  a  sufficiently  large  number  of  manufacturers 
into  the  combination  to  practically  accomplish  their  purpose. 
We  cannot  doubt  that  such  a  combination,  for  such  purposes, 
was  opposed  to  public  policy,  and  therefore  unlawfuL  It  is 
the  settled  doctrine  that  one  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  a 
court  of  justice  upon  a  contract  entered  into  for  the  purpose 
of  promoting  such  objects.  The  doctrine  was  elaborately  dis- 
cu^ed,  upon  the  principles  of  the  common  law,  by  Judge 
Taft  in  a  case  recently  decided  by  this  court.  Z7.  S.  v.  Addy- 
8ton  Pipe  dk  Steel  Co.^  29  C  C.  A.  141,  85  Fed.  271.  In  that 
case  the  question  was  also  discussed  whether  the  anti-trust  law 
of  1890  was  applicable  to  the  contract  then  under  considera- 
tion. But  the  relation  of  that  act  to  the  common  law  was  in- 
volved in  the  discussion,  and  much  research  was  bestowed 
upon  the  established  principles  of  the  latter.  The  proposi- 
tion there  maintained  [486]  was  that  ^^  no  conventional  re- 
straint of  trade  can  be  enforced  unless  the  covenant  embody- 
ing it  is  merely  ancillary  to  the  main  purpose  of  a  lawful  con- 
tract, and  necessary  to  protect  the  covenantee  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  legitimate  fruits  of  the  contract,  or  to  protect  him 
from  the  dangers  of  an  unjust  use  of  those  fruits  by  the 
other  party."  It  was  not  doubted,  nor,  indeed,  can  it  be,  that 
where  the  direct  purpose  of  the  contract  in  suit  is  to  establish, 
for  increasing  their  profits,  a  combination  among  manufac- 
turers and  tradesmen  whose  function  is  to  prevent  competi- 
tion, and  there'by  prevent  the  public  from  obtaining  those  ar- 
ticles which  are  m  general  use,  at  the  prices  at  which  they 
could  be  obtained  as  the  result  of  fair  and  untrammeled  com- 
petition, such  contract  is  unlawful,  and  cannot  be  ^iforced. 
We  have,  in  the  foregoing  statement  of  what  we  suppose  to  be 
the  conceded  rule,  restricted  it  to  the  case  of  ^^  articles  in 

10870**— 8.  Doc.  111^  62-1,  vol  1 63 
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general  use,^  in  order  t<v  indicate  a  test  which  is  not  affected 
by  a  feature  put  forward  in  some  decisions  as  creating  a  dis- 
tinction. We  do  not  commit  ourselves  upon  the  question 
whether  such  distinction  exists  or  not  The  result  of  the  ap- 
plication of  the  test  above  formulated  to  the  facts  of  this  case 
is,  manifestly,  that  the  contract  here  in  question  cannot  be  en- 
forced. It  is  argued  by  coimsel  f  <»*  plaintiff  that  the  contract 
should  be  sustained,  within  the  principles  stated  and  ap- 
proved in  27.  S.  V.  Addyston  Pipe  dk  Steel  Co.^  upon  the 
theory  that  the  contract  upon  which  the  action  is  based  was 
collateral  merely,  and  did  not  require  the  aid  of  the  agree- 
ment for  combination.  But  it  seems  dear  to  us  that  this 
proposition  cannot  be  maintained.  This  contract  was  one  of 
the  steps  in  the  forbidden  organization,  and  was  intended  to 
be  one  of  many  by  which  the  objects  of  the  combination  were 
to  be  accomplished.  Seeing  what  has  been  the  result  to  the 
plaintiff,  one  cannot  help  feeling  that  he  may  have  been 
duped  by  more  artful  men.  But  he  was  a  business  man.  It 
is  not  claimed  for  him  that  he  was  mentally  incompetent  in 
any  such  sense  as  to  absolve  him  from  responsibility  for  the 
legal  consequences  of  his  acts,  and,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  the 
court  does  not  administer  equities  according  to  the  relative 
merit  of  the  parties. 

We  think  the  court  below  was  right  in  directing  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant    The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 


[1022]  SOUTHERN  INDIANA  EXP.  CO.  v.  UNITED 
STATES  EXP.  CO.  ET  AL. 

(Circuit  Oourt  of  Appeals,  Seventh  Clrcalt    Marcb  28,  1890.) 

[92  Fed.,  1022.] 

Oabsiebs  or  Goods — Duties  of  GoNmcoTiNo  Lmss  Irtkb  Sb. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Edstrict  of  Indiana. 

This  was  a  suit  in  equity  by  the  Southern  Indiana  Express 
Company  against  the  United  States  Express  Company  and 
others.    A  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  sustained  by  the  drcuit 
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court,  and  the  bill  dismissed  (88  Fed,  669) ,  from  which  order 
complainant  appeals. 

F.  M.  Trissalf  for  appellant 

Edward  Daniels^  for  appellee. 

Per  Cubiam.  A  statement  and  sufficient  discussion  of  this 
case  will  be  found  in  the  opinion  of  the  circuit  court  as  re- 
ported in  Southern  Indiana  Exp.  Co,  v.  United  States  Exp. 
Oo.^  88  Fed.  659.  The  decree  sustaining  the  demurrer  and 
dismissing  the  bill  is  affirmed. 

[GopyrlgbtecU  1889,  by  West  Pablishing  Co.] 
[For  88  Fed.,  659,  see  p.  862.] 


19781    BLOCK  ET  AL.  v.  STANDARD  DISTILLING  A 
DISTRIBUTING  CO. 

(Circuit  Court,  S.  D.  Ohio,  W.  D.    July  31,  1899.) 

[95  Fed.  97a] 

JuBiSDicnoN  OF  Federal  Court — Citizenship  of  Corporation — Sttf- 
FidKNOT  of  Aixbgation. — ^An  allegation  that  defendant  Is  a  corpor- 
ation "organbsed  under  and  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
New  Jersey  "  Is  an  afflrmatlye  statement  that  defendant  is  a  citizen 
of  New  Jersey.^ 

[979]  Equttt  Pleading — Multifariousness — [Anti-Trust  Law]. — 
A  bill  setting  up  a  claim  for  damages  under  the  anti-trust  law  of 
July  2,  1890,  and  also  asking  an  injunction  restraining  defendant 
from  using  complainant's  trade-mark  and  trade-name.  Is  multifar- 
ious, as  joining  two  distinct  causes  of  action,  having  no  connection 
with  each  other,  and  one  of  which  is  triable  at  law. 

Unfair  Competition — ^Imitation  of  Trade-Name. — ^A  bill  which 
alleges  that  complainant  and  defendant  are  competitors  In  the  same 
line  of  business;  that  defendant  has  assumed  a  trade-name  similar 
to,  and  in  imitation  of,  complainant's  trade-name,  and  the  public  has 
been  deceived  thereby,  and  great  confusion  and  injury  have  resulted 
to  complainant's  business  therefrom;  that  defendant's  incorpora- 
tors, before  it  was  organized,  knew  of  the  existence  and  character 
of  oomplainant's  business,  and  the  trade-name  under  which  it  had 
for  a  number  of  years  been  conducted;  and  that  defendant  has  re- 
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fused,  on  complainant's  reqneat.  to  desist  from  tbe  use  of  tbe 
name, — states  a  cause  of  action  against  defendant  for  unfair  com- 
petition. 
Same— TaA0B-NAMa — ^Fa^un  Which  will  Debab  Rbukf. — ^Ttie  mere 
fact  that  complainants,  as  partners,  conduct  tbeir  business  under 
the  name  of  the  '*  Standard  DistilUng  Company,"  is  not  sufficient  to 
show  that  they  represent  themselves  as  a  corporation  for  the  pur- 
pose of  deceiving  and  defraudini^  the  public,  so  as  to  debar  them  of 
the  right  to  invoke  the  protection  of  a  court  of  equity  in  the  use  of 
such  name. 

George  W.  Hardacre  and  Peek^  Shaffer  dk  Peok^  for  com- 
plainants. 

/•  Shroder  and  Levy  Mayer ^  for  defendant 

Thompson,  District  Judge. 

This  cause  is  submitted  to  the  court  upon  a  demurrer  to 
the  bill. 

The  first  assignment  of  the  demurrer  denies  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court.  It  is  claimed  that  the  citizenship  of  the 
defendant  does  not  appear  affirmatively,  and  that  it  cannot 
be  inferred.  I  think  it  does  affirmatively  appear  that  the  de- 
fendant is  a  citizen  of  the  state  of  New  Jersey.  The  state- 
ment that  it  was  '^  organized  under  and  pursuant  to  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  New  Jersey  "  is  an  affirmative  statement  that 
it  is  a  citizen  of  New  Jersey.  In  Insurance  Co.  v.  Francis^ 
11  Wall.  210,  216,  it  was  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  a 
corporation  created  by  the  laws  of  New  York,  located  and 
doing  business  in  Mississippi  under  its  laws,  and  the  court 
said: 

"  This,  in  legal  effect,  is  an  averment  that  tbe  defendant  was  a  dtl- 
sen  of  New  Yorlc,  because  a  corporation  can  have  no  legal  exlstmce 
outside  of  the  sovereignty  by  which  it  was  created.  Its  place  of  resi- 
dence is  there,  and  can  be  nowhere  else.  Unlike  a  natural  person.  It 
cannot  change  its  domicile  at  will,  and,  although  it  may  be  permitted 
to  transact  business  where  its  charter  does  not  operate,  it  cannot  on 
that  account  acquire  a  residence  there.'' 

The  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  therefore  is 
not  well  taken. 

The  second  and  third  assignments  of  the  demurrer  allege 
that  the  bill  is  multifarious,  in  that  it  joins  two  distinct 
causes  of  action  not  necessarily  connected  or  blended,  and 
joins  an  action  at  law  with  a  suit  in  equity.  I  think  these 
objections  to  the  bill  are  well  taken.    The  claim  for  damages 
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under  the  anti-trutat  law  of  July  2,  1890,  and  the  facts  set 
forth  upon  which  the  complainants  ask  that  the  defendant 
be  enjoined  from  using  complainants'  trade-mark  and  trade- 
name, constitute  distinct  causes  of  action,  having  no  connec- 
tion or  relation  to  each  other;  and,  besides,  one  is  a  cause  of 
action  triable  [980]  at  law,  while  the  other  is  of  equitable 
cognizance.  The  case  attempted  to  be  set  forth  under  the 
anti-trust  law  would  not  justify  the  allowance  of  an  injunc- 
tion. So  far  as  the  court  is  advised  by  the  statement  of  that 
part  of  the  case,  there  would  be  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 
Oidfj  O.  <k  8.  By.  Go.  v.  Miatnd  S.  S.  Co.,  80  C.  C.  A.  142,  86 
Fed.  407,  420;  BUndeU  v.  Hagan,  64  Fed.  40;  Hagan  v. 
BlindeU,  6  0.  0.  A.  86,  56  Fed.  696. 

The  fourth  assignment  of  the  demurrer  is  not  insisted 
upon. 

The  fifth  assignment  of  the  demurrer  is  upon  the  ground 
that  the  bill  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action.* 

•  •  •  •  • 

[983]  The  demurrer  will  be  overruled  as  to  the  first  and 
fifth  assignments,  and  sustained  as  to  the  second  assignment 
thereol 


[8171  LOWEY  ET  AL.  v.  TILE,  MANTEL  &  GRATE 
ASS'N  OF  CALIFORNIA.  ET  AL.» 

(Circuit  Ooort,  N.  D.  California.    November  18,  1890.) 
[08  Fed.,  817.] 

MisJOiNDKB  or  Pabtixs— Waiykb  bt  Afpeabarob.— ^Defendants  by  a 
general  appearance  waive  the  objection  of  a  miflijoinder  because 
other  defendants  are  not  Inhabitants  of  the  dlstrictt' 

Qerebal  Appearance. — ^There  is  a  general  appearance  by  a  demurrer 
which  does  not  alone  object  to  the  Jurisdiction,  but  goes  to  the  mer- 
its of  the  case. 

a  The  matter  omitted  has  no  bearing  whatever  upon  the  anti-trust  law. 

»See  also  charge  to  Jury  (106  Fed.  38).  See  vol.  2,  p.  08.  Judg^ 
ment  afDrmed  by  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Ninth  Circuit  (116  Fed., 
27).  See  vol.  2,  p.  112.  Case  there  and  subsequently  entitled  Monta- 
gue &  Ca  1?.  Lowiy-  AfQrmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (108  U.  S.»  88). 
See  YOL  2,  p.  827. 
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Artttbust  Law — VmJLWWVL  Gombination.— A  crwnplatnt  alleging  that 
members  of  an  association  have  conspired  and  combined  to  raise 
the  prices  of  tiles,  mantels,  and  grates,  to  control  the  output,  and 
to  regulate  the  prices  thereof,  with  the  intent  to  monopolize  the 
trade  and  commerce  between  the  other  states  and  California  In 
regard  thereto,  as  w^  as  to  arbitrarily  fix  their  prices  indep^id- 
cmtly  of  their  natural  market  value,  brings  tibe  case  within  the 
antitrust  act  of  July  %  1800  (26  Stat  209). 

Action  at  Law  to  Beoover  Damages  under  the  Provisions 
of  Act  July  2, 1890  (26  Stat.  209). 

Reddy^  Caan^heU  <b  Metson^  for  plaintiffs. 

Linforth  <6  WkUaker^  for  certain  defendants. 

Morrow,  Circuit  Judge. 

This  is  an  action  at  law  brought  to  recover  damages  al- 
leged to  have  been  sustained  by  plaintiffs  by  reason  of  injury 
to  their  business  caused  by  the  forming  of  an  association  by 
defendants  claimed  to  be  within  the  prohibitory  provisions 
of  the  act  of  congress  of  July  2,  1890,  commonly  known  as 
the  ^^  Sherman  Antitrust  Act"  The  amended  complaint  al- 
leges: That  plaintiffs  are  co-partners  doing  business  under 
the  firm  name  of  Lowry  &  Daly,  citizens  of  the  state  of  Cali- 
fornia, and  residents  of  the  Northern  district  of  said  state. 
That  the  Tile,  Mantel  &  Grate  Association  of  California, 

and  the  officers  and  members  thereof,  have  since  the 

day  of  January,  1898,  and  do  now,  constitute  an  unincorpo- 
rated organization  composed  of  wholesale  dealers  in  tiles, 
mantels,  and  grates,  and  that  they  are  now,  and  ever  since 
that  day  have  been,  citizens  and  residents  of  the  city  and 
county  of  San  Francisco,  and  of  the  city  of  Sacramento,  and 
of  the  city  of  San  Jos6,  in  the  state  of  California,  and  of  the 
states  set  forth  hereinafter,  and  that  all  said  defend-  [818] 
ants  have  been  since  that  date,  and  now  are,  carrying  on  busi- 
ness in  the  state  of  California,  and  within  the  jurisdicticm  of 
the  Northern  district  thereof.  That  the  defendants  herein- 
after named  are  corporations  created  and  existing  under  the 
laws  of  the  respective  states  set  opposite  to  their  names :  Co- 
lumbia Encaustic  Tile  Company,  Indiana;  United  States 
Encaustic  Tile  Works,  Indiana;  Cambridge  Tile  Manufac- 
turing Company,  Kentucky;  Pittsburg  Tile  Company,  Penn- 
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^Ivania;  Trent  Tile  Works,  New  Jersey;  W.  W.  Montague 
&  Co.,  California;  Bush  &  Mallett  Company,  California; 
Star  Encaustic  Tile  Company,  Limited,  Pennsylvania;  Man- 
gmm  &  Otter,  California;  American  Tile  Company,  Ohio; 
Providential  Tile  Works,  New  Jersey;  the  John  Stock  Sons, 
California.  That  the  defendants  the  Columbia  Encaustic 
Tile  Company,  Cambridge  Tile  Manufacturing  Company, 
tiie  American  Tile  Company,  the  Pittsburg  Tile  Company, 
the  Providential  TUe  Works,  and  the  Star  Encaustic  TUe 
CcHupany,  Limited,  are,  and  were  at  all  the  times  mentioned, 
manufacturers  of  tiles  in  the  states  set  tor\h^  and  that  the 
defendants  Heav^ier  Meir,  the  John  Stock  Sons,  W.  W. 
Montague  &  Co.,  Bush  &  Mallett,  Bennett  &  Schutte,  and 
Mangrum  &  Otter  are,  and  ever  since  January  1,  1898, 
have  been,  engaged  in  the  wholesale  and  retail  business  of 
buying  and  selling  tiles,  mantels,  and  grates  in  the  cities  of 
Sacramento,  San  Jose,  and  San  Francisco,  in  this  state. 
That  the  following  cities,  with  the  respective  populations 
placed  oppofflte  their  names,  are  each  situated  in  the  North- 
em  district  of  California:  San  Francisco,  290,000  and  up- 
wards; Oakland,  40,000  and  upwards;  Sacramento,  80,000 
and  upwards;  San  Jose,  20,000  tod  upwards.  That  in  said 
cities  there  are  a  great  number  of  dwdling  houses,  buildings- 
used  for  business,  trade  purposes,  and  manufactories.  That 
new  buildings  are  being  constantly  erected,  and  in  their  oon- 
stniotion  large  quantities  of  tiles,  mantels,  and  grates  are 
necessarily  used  for  their  safe  construoti<m  and  comfortable 
occupation.  That  n<me  of  the  tiles  used  about  buildings  or 
dwellings  are  made  in  the  state  of  California,  but  are  manu- 
fitctured  in  Eastern  states,  and  imported  thence,  and  such 
importations  into  this  state  amount  to  the  annual  value  of 
$100,000  or  thereabouts.  That  for  many  years  past  plain- 
tiffs have  been  engaged  in  the  wholesale  business  of  dealing 
in  tiles,  mantels,  and  grates,  and  in  conducting  this  business 
have  purchased  these  articles  from  the  various  oorporatLons 
defendant,  and  shipped  them  to  the  state  of  California, 
and  there  sold  them;  that  defendants  and  their  associates 
who  are  bound  by  contract  with  them  comprise  all  the  whole- 
sale dealers  who  handle  and  import  and  sell  tiles  in  the  cities 
aforesaid,  and,  when  combined  together,  can  and  do  abso- 
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lately  control  the  price  charged  for  tiles  in  said  cities,  by 
reason  of  the  distance  of  these  cities  from  any  manufacturers 
or  wholesale  dealers  other  than  defendants  and  those  com- 
bined with  them  in  other  states  or  foreign  countries,  who  do 
not  belong  to  the  said  Tile,  Mantd  &  Grate  Association  of 
California.  The  rates  of  transportation  are  prohibitory,  so 
that  no  tiles  have  been  or  can  be  imported  from  places  other 
than  those  in  which  the  corpcmttions  and  above-named  per- 
sons have  manufactories,  stock  on  hand,  or  warerooms,  and 
all  the  grates  and  tiles  made  and  manufactured  within  reach 
of  the  state  of  Call-  [819]  fomia,  where  the  rate  of  frei^^t 
is  such  that  an  importation  can  be  made  to  San  Francisco 
and  said  other  cities  at  such  an  amount  as  to  admit  of  their 
importation  at  all,  are,  and  at  all  times  mentioned  have  been, 
controlled  by  the  said  defendants,  or  some  of  them,  or  those 
bound  by  contracts  to  them.  That  before  the  association, 
combination,  and  conspira<rfr  hereinafter  referred  to,  defend- 
ants were  uncombined,  and  were  selling  grates,  mantels,  and 
tiles  on  their  respective  merits,  their  prices  being  determined 
by  the  law  of  supply  and  demand.  That  in  the  years 
1896  and  1897  there  were  in  San  Frandsco  and  the  other  said 
cities  numerous  persons  engaged  in  the  wholesale  and  retail 
-business  of  selling  tiles,  and  in  the  placing  and  laying  of 
them.  That  defendants,  with  intent  to  form  a  contract, 
trust,  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce 
between  the  state  of  California  and  the  states  of  Indiana, 
Kentucky,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  and  Ohio,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  controlling  the  output  and  regulating  the  price  of 
these  commodities,  and  monopolizing  the  said  trade,  com- 
bined and  conspired  to  monopolize  the  grate,  tile,  and  mantel 
importations  and  trade  and  commerce  from  other  states  to 
and  with  the  state  of  California,  to  the  extent  of  the  tiles, 
grates,  and  mantels  that  could  be  used  in  the  state  of  Cali- 
f omia  in  the  erection  and  construction  of  dwellings  and 
buildings,  and  so  conspired  to  raise  the  price  of  these  com- 
modities in  the  California  market,  and  for  this  purpose  on 
or  about  the day  of  January,  1898,  formed  an  organi- 
zation and  adopted  a  constitution  and  by-laws,  which  consti- 
tution and  by-laws  are  now  in  effect.  That  the  said  consti- 
tution and  by-laws  provided  that  no  sales  and  deliveries,  or 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


LOWBT    V.  TILE,   MAKTEL  A  ORhTE  A8SN.  999 

Opinion  of  the  Gonrt 

contracts  for  the  sale  or  delivery,  or  the  placing,  of  tiles, 
grates,  or  mantels,  will  be  made  by  the  manufacturers 
thereof  to  any  person  dealing  in  these  commodities,  unless 
such  person  belong  to  the  said  imincorporated  association, 

and  shall  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  dollars  to  that 

organization,  and  bind  themselves  to  abide  by  its  constitu- 
tion and  by-laws;  that  is  to  say,  that  no  one  who  is  a  member 
of  that  organization  shall  sell  to,  or  deal  with  or  deliver  to, 
any  person  engaged  in  the  business  of  buying,  selling,  or 
placing  tiles,  grates,  or  mantels  in  the  cities  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, Oakland,  Sacramento,  and  San  Jose,  and  other  cities 
in  this  state,  unless  such  person  shall  become  a  member  of 
the  said  unincorporated  organization,  and  shall  agree  that 
in  their  general  business  of  selling  such  conunodities  to  the 
general  public  they  shall  sell  them  at  such  prices  as  may  be 
arbitrarily  fixed  by  the  said  unincorporated  association. 
That,  prior  to  the  formation  of  that  organization,  plaintiffs 
were  doing  a  large  business  in  selling  tiles,  mantels,  and 
grates,  and  were  making  an  annual  profit  of  about  $5,000. 
That  plaintiffs  are  unable  to  join  the  said  organization,  be- 
cause, according  to  its  constitution  and  by-laws,  a  unanimous 
vote  of  the  members  of  the  association  is  required  to  elect  a 
member  thereof,  and  certain  members  of  that  organization 
are  so  antagonistic  to  plaintiffs,  by  reason  of  business  diffeI^- 
ences,  that  they  would  not  allow  them  to  enter  the  organiza- 
tion; and  furUier,  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  associa- 
tion require  that  members  must  keep  constantly  in  stock 
goods  to  the  value  of  $3,000,  and  there  are  times  when  plain- 
tiffs' stock  does  not  amount  to  that  value.  That,  if  [820] 
plaintiffs  join  said  association,  they  would  be  bound  to  sell 
their  wares  at  prices  arbitrarily  fixed  by  the  association,  and 
not  at  their  fair  market  value.  That  said  association  is 
illegal  and  void,  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  congress  approved 
July  2,  1890,  and  by  joining  it  plaintiffs  would  be  guilty  of 
a  crime  under  the  said  act.  That,  since  the  formation  of 
said  organization,  plaintiffs  have  been  unable  to  purchase 
tiles,  mantels,  or  grates  from  any  of  the  defendants,  although 
they  have  tendered  to  the  defendants  the  price  of  the  same. 
That  defendants  have  refused  to  deliver  any  tiles,  mantels, 
or  grates  to  them  since  the  organization  of  said  association. 
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That,  about  the  time  of  the  fonnation  of  said  associatioii, 
plaintiffs  had  placed  with  defendants  certain  orders  for  tiles; 
but  these  orders  were  not  filled,  but  were  canceled,  by  the 
parties  with  whom  they  had  been  placed,  for  the  reason  that 
plaintiffs  did  not  belong  to,  and  would  not  join,  said  organi- 
zation. That,  about  the  time  of  the  fonnation  of  the  asso- 
ciation, plaintiffs  had  placed  orders  for  tiles  with  the  Colum- 
bia Encaustic  Tile  Ckunpany,  which  canceled  plaintiffs' 
orders  because  plaintiffs  did  not  belong  to  the  Tile,  Mantel 
&  Grate  Association.  That  said  organization  is  within  the 
statute  of  the  51st  congress,  passed  and  approved  July  2, 
1890,  known  as  '^  Chapter  647,  Supplement  to  the  Revised 
Statutes  at  Large  of  the  United  States."  That,  by  reason  of 
the  monopoly  of  such  association,  plaintiffs  are  damaged  in 
the  sum  of  $10,000.  Plaintiffs  pray  for  treble  the  sum  of 
$10,000,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  above- 
named  act,  and  for  further  equitable  relief. 

To  this  amended  complaint  the  defendants  W.  W.  Mon- 
tague &  Ca,  a  corporation;  the  Bush  &  Mallett  Company,  a 
corporation ;  Mrs.  Mary  Bennett  and  John  H.  Schutte,  part- 
ners trading  as  BenneU  &  Schutte;  the  John  Stock  Sons,  a 
corporation;  Heavener  Meir;  Mangrum  &  Otter,  a  corpora- 
tion; and  the  Tile,  Mantel  &  Orate  Association, — ^filed  a 
demurrer.  The  grounds  of  this  demurrer  are:  That  the 
amended  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action  against  defendants,  or  any  of  them. 
That  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  parties  defendant,  in  that  the 
Columbia  Encaustic  Tile  Company,  the  United  States  En- 
caustic Tile  Works,  the  Cambridge  Tile  Manu&ctoring 
Company,  the  Pittsburg  TUe  Company,  the  Trent  Tile  Com- 
pany, and  the  Star  Encaustic  Tile  Company,  limited,  are 
all  improperly  made  and  joined  as  defendants  in  this  action. 
That  tiie  amended  complaint  is  uncertain,  (1)  in  that  it  does 
not  appear  therefrom  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  at  any  of 
the  times  mentioned  in  the  amended  oon^laint  engaged  in 
interstate  commerce;  (2)  in  that  it  cannot  be  ascertained 
therefrom  whether  the  acts  of  defendants  omiplained  of  in- 
terfere with  interstate  ocmimerce  direct^,  immediately,  or 
at  all;  (8)  in  that  it  cannot  be  ascertained  ihexetrom  widi 
nifficknt  certainty  whether  plaintiffs  have  bean  damaged  in 
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the  sum  of  $10,000  or  at  alL  It  does  pot  appear  from  the 
record  that  the  foreign  corporations  joined  as  defendants 
have  been  served  with  process,  and  they  have  made  no  ap- 
pearance. 

This  action  is  brought  under  the  provisions  of  an  act  of 
cQngrees  dated  July  2, 1890,  and  entitled  ^An  act  to  protect 
trade  and  com-  [821]  merce  against  milawful  restraints  and 
monopolies.^    26  Stat  209.    Section  7  of  this  act  provides: 

*^Abj  person  who  shaH  be  Injured  In  his  traelneBB  or  property  hf 
any  other  person  or  corporation*  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or 
declared  to  be  unlawful  by  thla  act,  may  sue  therefor  In  any  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States,  In  the  district  In  which  the  defendant  re- 
sides or  is  found,  without  respect  to  the  amount  In  controyeray,  and 
shall  recover  three-fold  the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the  costs 
of  suit  Including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee." 

It  is  contended  by  the  counsel  for  defendants  that  there  is 
a  misjoinder  of  parties  defendant  in  the  amended  complaint, 
in  that  certain  corporations  organized  and  doing  business 
in  states  other  than  this  state  have  been  joined  as  defendants 
in  this  action ;  such  corporations  being  residents  of  districts 
other  than  this,  and  not  found  within  this  district,  so  that 
no  service  of  process  can  be  made  upon  them,  and  themselves 
subjected  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  The  allegations 
of  the  amended  complaint  in  this  respect  are  as  follows: 

"All  of  said  defaidants  have  been  since  that  date,  and  are  now, 
carrying  on  business  In  the  state  of  California,  and  within  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  Northern  district  thereof." 

Defendants'  counsel  contend  that  these  allegations  are  not 
such  as  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  over  such  defendants 
as  do  not  reside  in  this  district,  and  that,  as  the  defendant 
corporations  joined  with  them  reside  only  in  the  states  in 
which  they  have  been  respectively  organized,  they  can  only 
be  sued  in  their  own  districts.  It  is  contended  by  plaintiffs' 
counsel  that  the  defendants  who  have  demurred  are  estopped 
from  demurring  to  the  amended  complaint  upon  the  ground 
that  some  of  their  co-defendants  are  being  sued  in  the  wrong 
district,  since  they  have  made  a  general  appearance,  and  by 
so  doing  have  lost  the  right  to  raise  the  question  that  there 
is  a  misjoinder  of  parties  on  these  grounds.  In  the  case  of 
Improvement  Co.  v.  Oibnej/y  160  XJ.  S.  217, 16  Sup.  CL  272, 
40  L.  Ed.  401,  the  acticm  was  at  law,  and  the  court  discussed 
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the  effect  of  a  general  appearance  by  a  defendant  upon  a 
demurrer  by  the  same  defendant  based  upon  jurisdictional 
grounds.  In  this  case  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  New  Jersey,  and  was 
a  citizen  of  that  state,  and  that  all  the  defendants  were  citi- 
zens and  residents  of  the  state  of  Indiana.    ^'  On  June  19, 

1890,  the  defendants  Gibney,  McElwaine,  and  Wheeler,  by 
their  attorney,  entered  a  general  appearance,  but  Gibney 
neither  pleaded  nor  answered,  and  the  defendant  Bartley 
never  appeared  or  made  any  defense.    On  September  19, 

1891,  McElwaine  and  Wheeler  pleaded  in  abatement  that 
at  the  time  of  the  bringing  of  this  action,  and  ever  since, 
Gibney  and  Bartley  were  citizens  of  the  state  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  not  citizens  or  residents  of  the  state  of  Indiana, 
and  that  therefore  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  case. 
The  plaintiff  demurred  to  this  plea  as  not  containing  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  for  the  abatement  of  the  action. 
The  plaintiff  declining  to  plead  further,  but  electing  to  stand 
upon  its  demurrer  to  the  plea,  the  court  adjudged  that  the 
plaintiff  take  nothing  by  its  action,  and  that  the  defendant 
recover  costs."  The  case  was  [822]  taken  to  the  supreme 
court  upon  a  writ  of  error.  Mr.  Justice  Gray  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  and  in  the  course  of  that  opinion  said, 
at  page  220,  160  U.  S.,  page  278, 16  Sup.  Ct,  and  page  402, 
40L.Ed.: 

«« In  Smith  V.  Lyon.  133  U.  a  815,  10  Sup.  Ct  808,  33  L.  Bd.  e3S» 

thifl  court  held  that  the  provision  of  the  act  of  1888  as  to  the  district 
in  which  a  suit  between  citizens  of  different  states  should  be  brought, 
required  such  a  suit,  in  which  there  was  more  than  one  plaintiff  or 
more  than  one  defendant,  to  be  brought  in  the  district  in  which  all 
the  plaintiffs  or  all  the  defendants  were  Inhabitants.  When  there 
are  several  defendants,  some  of  whom  are,  and  some  of  whom  are  not, 
inhabitants  of  the  district  in  which  the  suit  is  brought,  the  question 
whether  those  defendants  who  are  inhabitants  of  the  district  may 
take  the  objection,  if  the  nonresident  defendants  have  not  appeared 
in  the  suit  has  never  been  decided  by  this  court  Strong  reasons 
might  be  given  for  holding  that  especially  where,  as  in  this  case,  an 
action  is  brought  against  the  principals  and  sureties  on  a  bond,  and 
one  of  the  principals  is  a  nonresident  and  does  not  appear,  the  defend- 
ants who  do  come  in  may  object  at  the  proper  stage  of  the  proceedings 
to  being  compelled  to  answer  the  suit  But  in  the  present  case  it  is 
unnecessary  to  decide  that  question,  because  one  of  the  principals 
and  both  sureties,  being  all  the  defendants  who  pleaded  to  the  juris- 
diction, had  entered  a  general  appearance  long  before  they  took  the 
objection  that  the  sureties  were  citizens  of  another  district  Defend- 
ants who  have  appeared  generaUy  in  the  action  cannot  ev^i  object 
that  they  were  themselves  inhabitants  of  another  district  and,  of 
course^  cannot  object  that  others  of  the  defendants  were  each." 
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The  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  was  reversed^  and  the 
case  remanded,  with  directions  to  sustain  the  demurrer  to 
the  plea. 

A,  general  appearance,  therefore,  on  the  part  of  these  de- 
fendants, must  be  deemed  a  waiver  of  the  objection  of  a 
misjoinder  because  the  other  defendants  are  not  inhabitants 
of  this  district  Counsel  contend  that  they  have  not  made 
such  a  general  appearance,  but  have  demurred  specially  on 
the  ground  that  certain  defendants  are  improperly  joined 
with  them.  The  terms  of  the  demurrer  constitute  a  sufficient 
answer  to  this  contention. 

The  grounds  of  demurrer  are  not  confined  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  but  the  merits  of  the  case  are  involved  in 
the  objection  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  In  the  case  of  Soutfiem  Pae. 
Co.  V.  Denton,  146  U.  S.  202, 13  Sup.  Ct  44,  36  L.  Ed.  942, 
the  question  of  special  appearance  was  considered.  The 
action  was  at  law,  and  was  brought  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Western  district  of  Texas.  The  peti- 
tion alleged  that  the  defendant  was  a  corporation  duly  incor- 
porated under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Kentucky,  a  citizen 
of  the  state  of  Kentucky,  and  a  resident  of  El  Paso  county, 
in  the  state  of  Texas;  that  defendant  '^  was  and  is  engaged 
in  the  business  of  running  and  propelling  cars  for  the  con- 
veyance of  freight  and  passengers  over  the  line  of  railway 
extending  eastwardly  from  the  city  of  El  Paso,  Texas,  into 
and  through  the  counties  of  El  Paso  and  Presidio,  and  the 
city  of  San  Antonio,  all  of  the  state  of  Texas;  that  the 
defendant  is  now  doing  business  as  aforesaid,  and  has  an 
agent  for  the  transaction  of  its  business  in  the  city  and 
county  of  El  Paso,  Texas,  to  wit,  W.  E.  Jessup.''  The  plain- 
tiff resided  in  the  county  of  Red  River,  which  is  in  the 
Eastern  district  of  Texas.  Defendant,  by  leave  of  court, 
filed  a  document  desig-  [823]  nated  as  an  ^^  answer  or  de- 
murrer,''  ^^  for  the  special  purpose,  and  no  other,  until  the 
question  herein  raised  is  decided,  of  objecting  to  the  juris- 
diction of  this  court,"  and  demurred  and  excepted  to  the 
petition  because,  upon  the  above  allegations,  ''it  appears 
that  the  suit  ought,  if  maintained  at  all  in  the  state  of  Texas, 
to  be  brought  in  tiie  district  of  the  residence  of  the  plain- 
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tiff,— that  is  to  say,  in  the  Eastern  district  of  Tens '';  and 
the  defendant  prayed  judgment  whether  the  ooort  had  juris- 
diction. The  court  overruled  the  demurrer.  Defendant 
thereupon  answered  to  the  merits,  and,  judgment  being 
given  against  it,  sued  out  a  writ  of  error  in  the  United  States 
supreme  court  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction  cmly,  under 
the  act  of  February  26,  1889  (26  Stat  693,  c  286).  Mr. 
Justice  Ghray  said,  at  page  206,  146  U.  S^  page  46,  18  Sup. 
Ct,  and  page  944,  86  L.  Ed: 

''It  may  be  aasumed  that  tbe  exemption  from  being  sned  In  any 
other  district  might  be  waived  by  the  corporation  by  appearing 
generally  or  by  answering  to  the  merits  of  the  action  without  first 
objectllng  to  the  Jurisdiction.    Railway  Co,  v.  McBride,  141  U.  S.  127, 

11  Sup.  Gt  082,  85  L.  Bd.  669;  Roihoay  Co.  t.  Com,  145  U.  S.  808, 

12  Sup.  Ct  005,  86  L.  Ed.  820.  But  in  the  inresent  case  there  was 
no  such  waiver.  The  want  of  jurisdiction,  being  apparent  on  the 
face  of  the  petition,  might  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demnrrar,  and 
no  plea  in  abatement  was  necessary.  Coai  Co,  v.  Blatohford,  U 
Wall.  172,  20  li.  Ed.  170.  The  deftodant  did  file  a  demurrer,  f6r 
the  q)eclal  and  single  purpose  of  objecting  to  the  jurisdiction;  and 
it  was  only  after  that  demurrer  had  been  overruled,  and  the  defoid- 
ant  had  excepted  to  the  overruling  thereof,  that  an  answer  to  tlie 
merits  was  filed." 

The  case  of  Railway  Co.  v.  McBride^  141  U.  8.  127,  ISO, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  982,  988,  85  L.  Ed.  659,  cited  in  Southern  Pac. 
Co.  V.  Denton^  supra^  was  also  an  action  at  law;  and  the  only 
question  involved  was  what  constituted  a  general  appear- 
ance, and  its  effect  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court  Mr. 
Justice  Brewer,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said : 

"Assuming  that  service  of  process  was  made,  although  the  record 
contains  no  evidence  thereof,  and  that  the  defendant  did  not  volun- 
tarily aiH;>ear,  its  first  appearance  was  not  to  raise  the  question  of 
Jurisdiction  alone,  but  also  that  of  the  merits  of  the  case.  Its  de- 
murrer, as  appears,  was  based  on  three  grounds;  two  referring 
to  the  question  of  Jurisdiction,  and  the  third,  that  the  complaint  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  There  was 
therefore  in  the  first  instance  a  general  appearance  to  the  merits. 
If  the  case  was  one  of  which  the  court  could  take  Jurisdiction,  such 
an  appearance  waives,  not  only  all  defects  in  the  service,  but  all 
special  privileges  of  the  defendant  in  respect  to  the  particular  court 
in  which  the  action  is  brought" 

In  the  case  at  bar  defendants  did  not  file  their  demurrer 
'^  for  the  special  and  single  purpose  of  objecting  to  the  juris- 
diction," but  for  the  further  purpose  of  attacking  the  merits 
of  the  case  upon  the  facts  as  stated  in  the  complaint;  and 
this  last  issue  the  court  is  called  upon  to  decide  as  a  mate- 
rial question  in  oontroyerEy,  as  will  ai^>ear  hereafter.    The 
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appearanoe  of  defendants  demurring  in  this  action  must,  in 
view  of  these  authorities,  be  regarded  as  a  general  appear- 
ance, and  they  are  therefore  prevented  from  objecting  that 
their  co-defendants  are  improperly  joined  with  them  on 
the  ground  that  they  are  being  sued  in  the  wrong  district. 

Considering  next  the  ground  of  demurrer  that  the 
amended  com-  [8S4]  plaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action:  The  statute  under  which  this 
action  is  brought  (26  Stat  209)  provides: 

''Section  1.  Brery  contract,  combination  In  tbe  form  of  trost  or 
otherwise,  or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  states  or  with  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
iUegaL    •    •    • 

**  Sec.  2.  Every  person  who  shall  monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize or  combine  or  conspire  with  any  other  person  or  persons  to  mon- 
opolize any  part  of  the  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  states  or 
with  foreign  nations,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.   •     •     • 

"  Sea  3.  Every  contract,  combination  in  form  of  trust  or  otherwise, 
or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  in  any  territory  of 
the  United  States,  or  the  District  of  (Columbia,  or  In-  restraint  of  trade 
or  commerce  between  any  such  territory  and  another,  or  between  any 
such  territory  or  territories  and  any  atate  or  states  or  the  District  of 
Oolumbia,  or  with  foreign  nations,  or  between  tbe  District  of  Columbia 
and  any  state  or  states  or  foreign  nations,  Is  hereby  declared  illegal." 

Defendants'  counsel  rely  upon  the  case  of  Anderson  v,  U. 
S.J  171  U.  S.  C04, 19  Sup.  Ct  50,  43  L-  Ed.  300,  as  supporting 
their  demurrer  upon  this  point  The  bill  in  that  case  was 
filed,  under  the  direction  of  the  United  States  attorney  gen- 
eral, by  the  United  States  district  attorney  for  the  Western 
district  of  Missouri.  It  alleged,  among  other  things,  that 
defendants — 

**  Have  unlawfully  entered  into  a  contract,  combination,  and  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  several  states  and 
with  foreign  nations,  in  this,  to  wit :  That  they  have  unlawfully  agreed, 
contracted,  combined,  and  conspired  to  prevent  all  other  persons  than 
members  of  the  Traders'  Live  Stock  Exchange,  as  aforesaid,  from 
buying  and  selling  cattle  upon  the  Kansas  City  market,  at  the  Kansas 
City  Stock  Yards,  as  aforesaid;  that  the  commission,  firm,  person, 
partnership,  or  corporation  to  whom  said  cattle  are  consigned  at 
Kansas  City*  as  aforesaid,  is  not  permitted  to,  and  cannot,  sell  or 
dispose  of  said  cattle  at  the  Kansas  City  market,  as  aforesaid,  to 
any  buyer  or  speculator  at  the  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards,  unless  said 
buyer  or  speculator  is  a  member  of  the  Traders'  Llve-Stock  E3xchange, 
and  these  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  unlawfully  and  oppressively 
refuse  to  purchase  cattle,  or  in  any  manner  negotiate  or  deal  with  or 
buy  from  any  commission  merchant  who  shall  sell  or  purchase  cattle, 
from  any  speculator  of  the  said  Kansas  City  Stock  Yards  who  is  not 
a  member  of  the  said  Traders*  Ijive-Stock  Exchange;  that  by  and 
through   the  unlawful   agreement,   combination,   and  eonspiracy   of 
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them  detesdants,  the  tosineas  and  traffic  in  cattle  at  tbe  said  Kan- 
sas Ci^  Stock  Yards  is  interfered  with,  hindered,  and  restrained,  thos 
entailing  extra  ezpoise  and  loss  to  the  owner,  and  placing  an  ob- 
stmction  and  embargo  on  the  marketing  of  cattle  shipped  from  the 
states  and  territories  aforesaid  to  the  Kansas  City  Stock  Tarda.** 

Mr.  Justice  Peckham,  in  the  course  of  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  says : 

'*  The  agreement  now  nnder  discussion  differs  radically  tram  those 
of  V,  S.  V.  JelUoo  Mountain  Coal  d  Coke  Co.  (0.  0.)  46  Fed.  432, 
12  L.  R.  A.  753;  U.  8.  ▼.  Cool  Dealer^  As^n  (O.  a)  86  Fed.  252;  and 
U.  8.  v.  AddyaUm  Pipe  d  8teel  Co.,  29  a  a  A.  141,  85  Fed.  271.  The 
agreement  in  all  of  these  cases  provided  for  fixing  the  prices  of  the 
articles  dealt  in  by  the  different  companies;  being  in  one  case  Iron 
pipe  for  gas,  water,  sewer,  and  other  purposes,  and  coal  in  the  other 
two  cases.  If  it  were  conceded  that  these  cases  were  well  decided, 
they  differ  so  materially  and  radically  in  their  nature  and  purpose 
from  the  case  under  consideration  that  they  form  no  basis  for  its 
decision.  This  association  does  not  meddle  with  prices,  and  itself 
does  no  business.  In  refusing  to  recognize  any  yard  trader  who  Is 
not  a  member  of  the  exchange,  we  see  no  purpose  of  thereby  affecting, 
or  in  any  manner  restraining,  interstate  commerce,  which,  if  affected 
at  all,  can  only  be  in  a  very  [826]  indirect  and  remote  manner.  The 
rule  has  no  direct,  tendency  to  diminish  or  in  any  way  impede  or  re- 
strain interstate  commerce  in  the  cattle  dealt  in  by  defendants. 
There  is  no  tendency,  as  a  result  of  the  rule,  directly  or  indirectly,  to 
restrict  the  competition  among  defendants  for  the  class  of  cattle 
dealt  in  by  them.  Those  who  are  selling  the  cattle  have  the  market 
composed  of  defendants,  and  also  composed  of  the  representative 
buyers  of  all  the  packing  houses  at  Kansas  City,  and  also  of  the 
various  commission  merchants  who  are  constantly  buying  on  orders, 
and  of  those  who  are  buying  on  their  own  account  This  makes  a 
large  competition  wholly  outside  of  the  defendants.  The  owner  of 
cattle  for  sale  is  therefore  furnished  with  a  market  at  which  the  com- 
petition of  buyers  has  a  broad  effect  All  yard  traders  have  the  op- 
portunity of  becoming  members  of  the  exchange,  and  to  thus  obtain 
all  the  advantages  thereof.'' 

The  allegations  of  the  amended  complaint  in  the  present 
case  are  that  the  members  of  the  Tile,  Mantel  &  Grate  Asso- 
ciation have  conspired  and  combined  to  raise  the  prices  of 
tiles,  mantels,  and  grates,  to  control  the  output  and  to  regu- 
late the  prices  of  these  commodities,  with  the  intent  of 
monopolizing  the  trade  and  commerce  between  the  other 
states  and  California  in  regard  to  such  commodities,  as  well 
as  to  arbitrarily  fix  their  prices  independent  of  their  natural 
market  price.  It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  case  of  An- 
derson y.  U.  S.  cannot  be  considered  as  applicable  to  the  case 
at  bar. 

The  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Jellico  Mountain  Coal  dk  Coke  Co. 
(C.  C.)  46  Fed.  432, 12  L.  R.  A.  753,  is  more  in  point    The 
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action  was  brought  under  the  antitrust  act  against  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Nashville  Goal  Exchange.  The  purpose  of  the 
agreement  in  that  case  was  to  establish  the  price  of  coal  at 
Nashville,  and  to  change  the  same  from  time  to  time.  Mem- 
bers found  guilty  of  selling  coal  at  a  less  price  than  the  price 
fixed  by  the  exchange,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  were 
fined  2  cents  per  bushel  and  $10  for  the  first  offense,  and  4 
cents  per  bushel  and  $20  for  the  second  offense.  Owners  or 
operators  of  mines  were  not  to  sell  or  ship  coal  to  any  per- 
sons, firms,  or  corporations  in  Nashville  who  were  not  mem- 
bers of  tiie  exchange,  and  dealers  were  not  to  buy  coal  from 
any  one  but  a  member  of  the  exchange.  The  court,  com- 
menting upon  the  agreement  of  this  association  of  coal  deal- 
ers, said : 

"  This  clearly  indicates  tbe  purpose  of  the  association  to  be  to  con- 
trol the  price  of  coal  in  the  Nashville  market  used  in  manufacturing 
and  In  steamboats  whenever  it  could ;  that  the  mines  of  coal  tributary 
to  Nashville  were  all  expected  to  become  members  of  the  exchange, 
whereupon  the  prices  of  coal  could  be  fixed  absolutely ;  and  the  neces- 
sary inference  from  this  declaration  and  the  entire  organic  structure 
of  the  body  is  that  it  felt  strong  enough  already  to  regulate  and  estab- 
lish the  prices  of  domestic  coal  in  that  market  to  a  large  extent,  at 
least,  and  that  this  exchange  might  now  monopolize  the  business  of 
dealing  in  domestic  coal  in  the  Nashville  market,  and  in  the  future 
monopolize  by  and  confine  to  its  membership  the  entire  trade  in  coal 
at  that  point  It  seems  to  me  that  the  purposes  and  intention  of  the 
association  could  hardly  have  been  more  successfully  framed  to  fall 
within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  had  the  object  been  to 
organize  a  combination,  the  business  of  which  should  subject  it  to  the 
I)enalties  of  that  statute ;  and  there  is  no  need  of  authorities  to  sus- 
tain such  view  of  the  case." 

In  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Ooal  Dealers^  Ass^n  (C.  C.)  85  Fed. 
252,  the  bill  alleged  that  defendants  comprised  all  the  whole- 
sale dealers  handling  coal  in  San  Francisco,  and  that  they, 
together  with  certain  retail  dealers,  had  conspired  with 
intent  to  monopolize  the  coal  [826]  trade  and  commerce 
between  British  Columbia,  Washington,  and  Oregon,  to  the 
extent  of  the  coal  used  for  domestic  purposes  in  the  city  of 
San  Francisco.    It  was  said  by  this  court  in  that  case : 

**  But  the  agreement  of  the  importers  and  wholesale  dealers,  which 
alone  gives  life  and  force  to  the  combination,  is  directed  specifically  to 
the  maintenance  of  card  rates  for  certain  imported  coals,  by  name; 
and  it  is  this  agreement,  and  what  may  be  accomplished  under  it  by 
the  coinbination,  that  is  to  be  considered,  and  not  what  it  may  be 
doing  at  any  particular  time.*' 

10870°— S.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 64  ' 
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In  V.  S.  V.  Addyaton  Pipe  <fe  Steel  Co.,  54  U.  S.  App.  723, 
29  C.  C.  A.  141,  and  86  Fed.  279,  the  United  States  began 
proceedings  in  equity  against  six  corporations  engaged  in 
the  manufacture  of  cast-iron  pipe  in  localities  in  Ohio, 
Kentucky,  Alabama,  and  Tennessee.  The  bill  of  complaint 
charged  the  defendants  with  a  combination  and  con^iracy 
in  unlawful  restraint  of  interstate  commerce.  It  appeared 
that  the  defendants,  who  were  manufacturers  and  vendors 
of  cast-iron  pipe,  entered  into  a  combination  to  raise  the 
price  of  pipe  for  all  the  states  west  and  south  of  New  York, 
Pennsylvania,  and  Virginia,  comprising  some  36  states  in 
all;  and,  to  carry  out  this  combination,  the  associated  de- 
fendants entered  into  an  agreement  which  provided  certain 
methods  of  procedure  in  dealing  with  the  public,  whereby 
competition  between  themselves  was  avoided  in  the  territory 
menticmed.  The  court,  in  an  able  opinion  reviewing  the 
whole  subject  of  the  law  relating  to  combinations  and  con- 
tracts in  restraint  of  trade,  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the 
association  of  the  defendants  was  a  contract,  combination, 
or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade,  as  the  terms  are  to  be 
understood  under  the  act  of  July  2,  1890.  The  doctrine  of 
that  case  is  applicable  here.  The  allegations  charging  con- 
spiracy and  combination  to  raise  the  price  of  the  com- 
modities in  question,  and  of  an  agreement  by  the  membei-s 
of  such  combination  to  sell  these  commodities  at  such  prices 
as  shall  be  arbitrarily  fixed  by  the  combination  in  question, 
together  with  the  further  allegation  that  such  combination 
has  been  made  with  the  intent  of  monopolizing  trade  and 
commerce  between  California  and  other  states,  are  sufficient, 
under  these  authorities,  to  bring  the  case  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  the  Sherman  act  Defendants' 
demurrer  upon  the  ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  facts 
stated  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  cannot,  therefore,  be 
sustained. 

Defendants  also  demur  on  the  ground  of  uncertainty,  con- 
tending that  the  ocHnplaint  fails  to  ^ow  that  defendants 
were  engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  or  that  their  acts 
directly  or  immediately  interfered  with  interstate  commerce, 
or  in  what  manner  plaintiffs  have  been  damaged,  or  at  alL 
Upon  consideration,  however,  this  ground  of  demurrer  does 
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not  appear  to  be  well  founded.  The  allegations  of  the 
complaint  are  obviously  free  from  uncertainty  in  these  par- 
ticulars, and  this  ground  of  demurrer  must  therefore  be 
denied.  The  demurrer  of  defendants  will  therefore  be  over- 
ruled. 


[211]  ADDYSTON  PIPE  AND  STEEL  COMPANY  v. 
UNITED  STATES.' 

APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS  FOK  THE  SIXTH  GIRCUrr. 

No.  61.     Argued  April  26,  27,  1899.— Decided  December  4,  1899. 

[175  U.  S..  211.] 

Under  the  grant  of  power  to  Congress,  contained  In  Section  8  of  article 
I  of  the  Ck>nstitutIon,  "  to  regulate  commerce  with  Foreign  Nations 
and  among  the  several  States,  and  with  Indian  Tribes/*  that  body 
may  enact  such  legislation  as  shall  declare  void  and  prohibit  the  per- 
formance of  any  contract  between  Individuals  or  corporations  where 
the  natural  and  direct  effect  of  such  a  contract  shall  be,  when  car- 
ried out,  to  directly  and  not  as  a  mere  Incident  to  other  and  Inno- 
cent purposes,  regulate  to  any  extent  Interstate  or  foreign  com- 
merce. 

The  provision  in  the  Constitution  regarding  the  liberty  of  the  citizen  Is 
to  some  extent  limited  by  this  commerce  clause ;  and  the  power  of 
Congress  to  regulate  interstate  commerce  comprises  the  right  to 
enact  a  law  prohibiting  the  citizen  from  entering  into  those  private 
contracts  which  directly  and  substantially,  and  not  merely  indirectly, 
remotely,  incidentally  and  collaterally,  regulate,  to  a  greater  or 
less  degree,  commerce  among  the  States. 

Interstate  commerce  consists  of  intercourse  and  traffic  between  the 
citizens  or  inhabitants  of  different  States,  and  includes  not  only  the 
transportation  of  persons  and  property  and  the  navigation  of  public 
waters  for  that  purpose,  but  also  the  purchase,  sale  and  exchange  of 
commodities. 

The  power  to  regulate  interstate  commerce,  and  to  prescribe  the  rules 
by  which  it  shall  be  governed,  is  vested  in  Congress,  and  when  that 
body  has  enacted  a  statute  such  as  the  act  of  July  2,  1890,  c.  647, 
entitled  **  an  act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies,"  any  agreement  or  combination  which 

•  Bill  asking  for  a  preliminary  injunction  was  dismissed  by  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Tennessee  (78  Fed.,  712).  See 
p.  631.  Decree  reversed  and  defendants  perpetually  enjoined  by  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Circuit  (85  Fed.,  271).  See  p.  772. 
This  latter  decree  was  modified  and  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  In  the  present  case  (175  U.  S.,  211). 


Digitized  byLjOOQlC 


1010  176   UNITED   STATES  EBPOETS,   211. 

ttsrllabns. 

directly  operates,  not  alone  npon  the  manofacture,  bat  upon  the  sale, 
transportation  and  delivery  of  an  article  of  interstate  commerce,  by 
preventing  or  restricting  its  sale,  thereby  regulates  interstate  com- 
merce to  that  extent,  and  thus  trenches  upon  the  power  of  the  na- 
tional legislature,  and  violates  the  statute. 

The  contracts  considered  in  this  case,  set  forth  In  the  statement  of 
facts  and  In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  relate  to  the  sale  and  trans- 
portation to  other  States  of  q;>ecific  articles,  not  incidentally  or  col- 
laterally, but  as  a  direct  and  Immediate  result  of  the  combination 
entered  into  by  the  defendants;  and  they  restrain  the  manufactur- 
ing, purchase,  sale  or  exchange  of  the  manufactured  articles  among 
the  several  States,  and  enhance  their  value,  and  thus  come  within 
the  provisions  of  the  "act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against 
unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies/' 

[SIS]  When  the  direct,  immediate  and  Intended  effect  of  a  contract  or 
combination  among  dealers  in  a  commodity  is  the  enhancement  of  Its 
price,  it  amounts  to  a  restraint  of  trade  in  the  commodity,  even 
though  contracts  to  buy  it  at  the  enhanced  price  are  being  made. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below,  which  perpetually  enjoined  the  de- 
fendants in  the  court  below  from  maintaining  the  combination  In 
cast-iron  pipe  as  described  in  the  petition,  and  from  doing  any  busi- 
ness under  such  combination,  is  too  broad,  as  it  applies  equally  to 
commerce  which  is  wholly  within  a  State  as  well  as  to  that  which 
is  interstate  or  international  only. 

Although  the  jurisdiction  of  Congress  over  commerce  among  the  States 
is  full  and  complete,  it  is  not  questioned  that  it  has  none  over  that 
which  is  wholly  within  a  State,  and  therefore  none  over  combina- 
tions or  agreements  so  far  as  they  relate  to  a  restraint  of  such  trade 
or  commerce :  nor  does  it  acquire  any  jurisdiction  over  that  part  of 
a  combination  or  agreement  which  relates  to  commerce  wholly  within 

'  a  State,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  combination  also  covers  and 
regulates  commerce  which  is  interstate.^ 

[44  U  ed.,  136.]» 

[The  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  Interstate  or  foreign  commerce 
includes  the  power  to  legislate  upon  the  subject  of  private  contracts 
in  respect  to  such  commerce^] 

[The  constitutional  guaranty  of  liberty  of  the  Individual  to  enter 
into  private  contracts  does  not  limit  the  power  of  Congress  so  as 
to  prevent  it  from  legislating  upon  the  subject  of  contracts  in  re- 
straint of  Interstate  or  foreign  commerce.] 

•  The  foregoing  syllabus  and  the  abstract  of  argument  copyri^ted, 
1809,  1900,  by  The  Banks  Law  Publishing  Co. 

ft  The  following  paragraphs  inclosed  in  brackets  comprise  the  syl- 
labus to  this  case  in  the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  Reports,  Book  44, 
p.  18a  Copyrighted,  1900,  by  The  Lawyers'  Co-Operative  Publish- 
ing CfK 
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[An  agreement  or  combination  between  corporations  engaged  in  the 
manufacture,  sale,  and  transportation  of  iron  pipe,  under  which 
they  enter  into  public  bidding  for  contracts,  not  in  truth  as  com- 
petitors, but  under  an  arrangement  which  eliminates  all  competition 
between  them  for  the  contract,  and  permits  one  of  their  number  to 
make  his  own  bid,  while  the  others  are  required  to  bid  over  him,  is 
in  violation  of  the  anti-trust  act  of  Congress  of  July  2,  1890,  so  far 
as  it  applies  to  sales  for  delivery  beyond  the  state  in  which  the  sale 
is  made.] 

[A  combination  may  illegally  restrain  trade  by  preventing  competi- 
tion for  contracts  and  enhancing  prices,  although  It  does  not  pre- 
vent the  letting  of  any  particular  contract] 

[A  combination  to  restrain  competition  in  proposals  for  contracts  for 
the  sale  of  certain  articles  which  are  to  be  delivered  in  the  state  in 
which  some  of  the  parties  to  the  combination  reside  and  carry  on 
business  is  not,  so  far  as  those  members  are  concerned,  in  violation 
of  the  anti-trust  law  of  Congress,  although  the  contract  may  he 
awarded  to  some  party  outside  the  state  as  the  lowest  bidder.] 

This  proceeding  was  commenced  in  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  under  the  so-called  anti-trust  act  of  Congress,  of  July 
2, 1890,  c.  647,  26  Stat.  209.  It  was  undertaken  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  an  injunction  perpetually  enjoining  the  six 
corporations,  who  were  made  defendants,  and  who  were  en- 
gaged in  the  manufacture,  sale  and  transportation  of  iron 
pipe  at  their  respective  places  of  business  in  the  States  of 
their  residence,  from  further  acting  under  or  carrying  on  the 
combination  alleged  in  the  petition  to  have  been  entered  into 
between  them,  and  which  was  stated  to  be  an  illegal  and  un- 
lawful one,  under  the  act  above  mentioned,  because  it  was  in 
restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  States,,  etc. 

The  trial  court  dismissed  the  petition,  78  Fed.  Rep.  712,  but 
upon  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  was  reversed  with  instructions  to  enter  a 
decree  for  the  United  States  perpetually  enjoining  defend- 
ants from  maintaining  the  combination  in  cast-iron  pipe  as 
described  in  the  petition,  and  from  doing  any  business  imder 
such  combination.  54  U.  S.  App.  723.  The  six  defendants 
are  The  Addyston  Pipe  and  Steel  Company  of  Cincinnati, 
Ohio;  Dennis  Long  &  Company,  of  Louisville,  Kentucky; 
The  Howard-Harrison  Iron  Company,  of  Bessemer,  Ala- 
bama; The  Anniston  Pipe  and  Foundry  Company,  of  Annis- 
ton,  Ala-  [218]  bama;  The  South  Pittsburg  Pipe  Works,  of 
South  Pittsburg,  Tennessee,  and  The  Chattanooga  Foundry 
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and  Pipe  Works,  of  Chattanooga,  Tenriessee;  one  company 
being  in  the  State  of  Ohio,  one  in  Kentucky,  two  in  Alabama 
and  two  in  Tennessee. 

The  following  are  in  substance  the  facte  upon  which  the 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  rested,  as  stated  in 
the  record : 

It  was  charged  in  the  petition  that  on  the  28th  of  DeQcm- 
ber,  1894,  the  defendants  entered  into  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy among  themselves,  by  which  they  agreed  that  there 
should  be  no  competition  between  them  in  any  of  the  States 
or  Territories  mentioned  in  the  agreement,  (comprising  some 
thirty-six  in  all,)  in  regard  to  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
cast-iron  pipe,  and  that  in  obedience  to  such  agreement  and 
combination,  and  to  carry  out  the  same,  the  defendants  had 
since  that  time  operated  their  shops  and  had  been  selling  and 
shipping  the  pipe  manufactured  by  them  into  other  States 
and  Territories,  under  contracts  for  the  manufacture  and  sale 
of  such  pipe  with  citizens  of  such  other  States  and  Territo- 
ries. There  was  to  be  a  "  bonus  "  charged  against  the  manu- 
facture of  the  pipe,  to  the  extent  set  forth  in  the  agreements 
and  to  be  paid  as  therein  stated.  The  whole  agreement  was 
charged  to  have  been  entered  into  in  order  to  enhance  the 
price  for  the  iron  pipe  dealt  in  by  the  defendants. 

The  petition  prayed  that  all  pipe  sold  and  transported 
from  one  State  to  another,  under  the  combination  and  con- 
spiracy described  therein,  be  forfeited  to  the  petitioner  and 
be  seized  and  confiscated  in  the  manner  provided  by  law,  and 
that  a  decree  be  entered  dissolving  the  unlawful  conspiracy 
of  defendants  and  perpetually  enjoining  them  from  operating 
under  the  same  and  from  selling  said  cast-iron  pipe  in  ac- 
cordance therewith  to  be  transported  from  one  State  into 
another. 

The  defendants  filed  a  joint  and  separate  demurrer  to  the 
petition  in  so  far  as  it  prayed  for  the  confiscation  of  goods  in 
transit,  on  the  ground  that  such  proceedings  under  the  anti- 
trust act  are  not  to  be  had  in  a  court  of  equity,  but  in  a  court 
of  law.  In  addition  to  the  demurrer,  the  defendants  filed  a 
joint  and  separate  answer,  in  which  they  admitted  the  exist- 
[214]  ence  of  an  association  between  them  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  the  great  losses  they  would  otherwise  sustain,  due  to 
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ruinous  competition  between  defendants,  but  denied  that 
their  association  was  in  restraint  of  trade,  state  or  interstate, 
or  that  it  was  organized  to  create  a  monopoly,  and  dtoied 
that  it  was  a  viohition  of  the  anti-trust  act  of  Congress. 

Testimony  in  the  form  of  affidavits  was  submitted  by  peti- 
tioner and  defendants,  and  by  stipulation  it  was  agreed  that 
the  final  hearing  might  be  had  thereon. 

From  the  minutes  of  the  association,  a  copy  of  which  was 
put  in  evidence  by  the  petitioner,  it  appeared  that  prior  to 
December  28,  1894,  the  Anniston  Company,  the  Howard- 
Harrison  Company,  the  Chattanooga  Company  and  the  South 
Pittsburg  Company  had  been  associated  as  the  Southern 
Associated  Pipe  Works.  Upon  that  date  the  Addyston  Com- 
pany and  Dennis  Long  &  Co.  were  admitted  to  membership, 
and  the  following  plan  was  then  adopted: 

"  First  The  bonuses  on  the  first  90,000  tons  of  pipe  eecared  In  lUiy 
territory,  16''  and  smaller,  shall  be  divided  equally  among  six  shops. 

"  Second.  The  bonuses  on  the  next  75,000  tons,  W  and  amaUer, 
sizes  to  be  divided  among  five  shops,  South  Pittsburg  not  pattld- 
patlng. 

"  Third.  The  bonuses  of  the  next  40,000  tons,  W  and  smaUer,  afaMS 
to  be  divided  among  four  shops,  Anniston  and  South  Plttsbnrg  not 
participating. 

'*  Fourth.  The  bonus  on  the  next  15,000  tons,  consisting  of  aU  slaea 
of  pipe,  shall  be  divided  among  three  shops,  Chattanooga,  Sonth  Pitts- 
burg and  Anniston  not  participating. 

**  The  above  decision  Is  based  on  the  following  tonnage  of  capacity : 

South  Pittsburg 16,000  tons. 

Anniston    ^ 30.000  tons. 

Chattanooga   40.000  tons. 

Bessemer  45,000  tons. 

Louisville    45,000  tona 

Cincinnati    45,000  tons. 

[815]  "  When  the  220,000  tons  have  been  made  and  shipped  and  the 
bonuses  divided  as  hereafter  provided,  the  auditor  shall  set  aside  Into 
a  reserve  fund  all  bonuses  arising  from  the  excess  of  shipments  over 
220,000  tons,  and  shall  divide  the  same  at  the  end  of  the  year  among 
the  respective  companies  according  to  the  percentage  of  the  excess  of 
tonnage  they  may  have  shipped  (of  the  sizes  made  by  them)  either 
in  pay  or  free  territory.  It  is  also  the  Intention  of  this  proposition 
that  the  bonuses  on  all  pipe  larger  than  36  inches  in  diameter  shall  be 
divided  equally  between  the  Addyston  Pipe  and  Steel  Company, 
Dennis  Long  &  Co.  and  the  Howard-Harrison  Company. 

"  It  was  thereupon  resolved : 

"  First  That  this  agreement  shall  last  for  two  years  from  the  date 
of  the  signing  of  same,  until  December  31, 1890. 

**  Second.  On  any  question  coming  before  the  association  requiring 
a  vote,  It  shall  take  five  affirmative  votes  thereon  to  carry  said  qnes- 
tlon,  each  member  of  this  association  being  entitle  to  but  one  rote. 

"Third.  The  Addyston  Pipe  and  Steel  Company  shall  handle  tlie 
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buslueas  of  the  gas  and  water  companies  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  CoTlng- 
ton  and  Newport,  Ky.,  and  pay  the  bonus  hereafter  mentioned,  and 
the  balance  of  the  parties  to  this  agre^nent  shall  bid  on  such  work 
such  reasonable  prices  as  they  shall  dictate. 

"  Fourth.  Dennis  Long  &  Company,  of  Louisville,  Ky.,  shall  handle 
Louisville,  Ky.,  Jeffersonville,  Ind.,  and  New  Albany,  Ind.,  furnishing 
all  the  pipe  for  gas  and  water  works  In  above-nam^  cities. 

"Fifth.  The  Anniston  Pipe  and  Foundry  Company  shall  handle 
Annlston,  Ala.,  and  Atlanta,  Ga.,  furnishing  all  pipe  for  gas  and 
water  companies  in  above-named  cities. 

"Sixth.  The  Chattanooga  Foundry  and  Pipe  Woriu  shall  handle 
Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  and  New  Orleans,  La.,  furnishing  all  gas  and 
water  pipe  In  above-named  cities. 

'*  Seventh.  The  Howard-Harrison  Iron  Company  shall  handle  Bes- 
semer and  Birmington,  Ala.,  and  St  Louis,  Mo.,  furnishing  all  pipe 
for  gas  and  water  companies  In  the  [216]  above-named  cities;  extra 
bonus  to  be  put  on  East  St  Louis  and  Madison,  111.,  so  as  to  protect 
the  prices  named  for  St  Louis,  Mo. 

"Eighth.  South  Pittsburg  Pipe  Works  shall  handle  Omaha,  Neb., 
on  all  sizes  required  by  that  city  during  the  year  of  1895,  conferring 
with  the  other  companies  and  cooperating  with  them;  thereafter 
they  shall  handle  the  gas  and  water  companies  of  Omaha,  Neb.,  on 
such  sizes  as  they  make. 

"Note. — It  Is  understood  that  all  the  shops  who  are  members  of 
this  association  shall  handle  the  business  of  the  gas  and  water  com- 
panies of  the  cities  set  apart  for  them,  including  all  sizes  of  pipe 
made  by  them. 

"The  following  bonuses  were  adopted  for  the  different  States  as 
named  below :  All  railroad  or  culvert  pipe  or  pipe  for  any  drainage 
or  sewerage  purposes  on  12''  and  larger  sizes  shipped  into  bonus  ter- 
ritory shall  pay  a  bonus  of  $1.00  per  ton.  On  all  sizes  l>elow  12"  and 
shipped  into  'bonus  territory'  for  the  purposes  above  named,  there 
shall  be  a  bonus  of  $2.00  per  ton. 

List  of  Bonuses, 

Alabama $3  00  8.  D $2  00 

B'gham,  Ala  . . .  2  00  Florida 100 

Anniston,  Ala . .  2  00  Georgia 2  00 

Mobile,  Ala. . . .  1  00  Atlanta,  Ga  . . . .  2  00 

Arizona Ter 3  00  Ga.  coast  p*ts  ..  1  00 

California 1  00  Idaho 2  00 

Colorado 2  00  Nev 3  00 

Ind.  Ter 3  00  Oklahoma 3  00 

NorthC 1  00  Wis 2  00 

Tenn.,    east    of 

C'land 2  00  Texas,  interior.  8  00 

Tenn.,  middle 

and  west 8  00  Texas  coast 1  00 

Illinois,  except  Madison  and  East  St  Loui^,  as  previously  provided.  2  00 

Wyoming 4  00  Wash' ton  Ter  . .  1  00        Utah 4  00 

Oregon 1  00  Michigan 1  50       Indiana 2  00 

Ohio 1  50  West  Va 1  00       Iowa 2  00 

N.  D 2  00  Kansas 2  00 

All  other  territory  free. 

"On  motion  of  Mr.  Llewellyn,  the  bonuses  on  all  city  work  as 
specially  reserved  shall  be  $2.00  per  ton.*' 

[217]  The  States  for  sale  in  which  bonuses  had  to  be  paid 
into  the  association  were  called  "  pay  "  territory  as  distin- 


Ky 

...$2  00 

Li.::::::::: 

...  3  00 

Miss 

4  00 

Mo 

...  2  00 

Montana 

Nebraska... 

N.  Mex 

S.C 

...  300 
...  300 
...  3  00 
...  1  00 

Minn 

...  200 
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guished  from  "  free  "  territory  in  which  defendants  were  at 
liberty  to  make  sales  without  restriction  and  without  paying 
any  bonus. 

The  by-laws  provided  for  an  auditor  of  the  association, 
whose  duty  it  was  to  keep  account  of  the  business  done  by 
each  shop  both  in  pay  and  free  territory.  On  the  1st  and 
16th  of  each  month  he  was  required  to  send  to  each  shop  '*  a 
statement  of  all  shipments  reported  in  the  previous  half 
month,  with  a  balance  sheet  showing  the  total  amoimt  of  the 
premiums  on  shipments,  the  division  of  the  same  and  debt 
credit  balance  of  each  company.'* 

The  system  of  bonuses  as  a  means  of  restricting  competi- 
tion and  maintaining  prices  was  not  successful.  A  change 
was  therefore  made  by  which  prices  were  to  be  fixed  for  each 
contract  by  the  association,  and  except  in  reserved  cities,  the 
bidder  was  determined  by  competitive  bidding  of  the  mem- 
bers, the  one  agreeing  to  give  the  highest  bonus  for  division 
among  the  others  getting  the  contract.  The  plan  was  em- 
bodied in  a  resolution  passed  May  27,  1895,  in  the  words 
following: 

"  Whereas,  the  system  now  in  operation  in  this  association  of  hav- 
ing a  fixed  bonus  on  the  several  States  has  not  in  its  operation  re- 
sulted in  the  advancement  in  the  prices  of  pipe  as  ii7<m  anticipated, 
ewcept  in  reserved  cities^  and  some  further  action  is  imperatively  nec- 
essary in  order  to  accomplish  the  ends  for  which  this  association  waa 
formed:  Therefore,  he  it  resolved,  that  from  and  after  the  first  day 
of  June,  that  all  competition  on  the  pipe  lettings  shall  take  place 
among  the  various  pipe  shops  prior  to  the  said  letting.  To  accomplish 
this  purpose  it  is  proposed  that  the  six  competitive  shops  have  a  rep- 
resentative hoard  located  at  some  central  city  to  whom  all  inquiries 
for  pipe  shall  be  referred,  and  said  board  shall  fix  the  price  at  which 
said  pipe  shall  be  sold,  and  bids  taken  from  the  respective  shops  for 
the  privilege  of  handling  the  order,  and  the  party  securing  the  order 
sliall  have  the  protection  of  all  the  other  shops." 

In  pursuance  of  the  new  plan  it  was  further  agreed  ^^  that 
all  parties  to  this  association  having  quotations  out  shall 
[218]  notify  their  customers  that  the  same  will  be  with- 
drawn by  June  1, 1896,  if  not  previously  accepted,  and  upon 
all  business  accepted  on  and  after  June  1st  bonuses  shall 
be  fixed  by  the  committee." 

At  the  meeting  of  December  19,  1895,  it  was  moved  and 
carried  that  upon  all  inquiries  for  prices  from  "reserved 
cities  "  for  pipe  required  during  die  year  of  1896,  prices  and 
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bonuses  should  be  fixed  at  a  regular  or  called  meeting  of  the 
principals. 

At  the  meeting  of  December  20, 1895,  the  plan  fcnr  divkion 
of  bonuses  originally  adopted  was  modified  by  making  the 
basis  the  total  amounts  shipped  into  '^  pay  "  territory  rather 
than  the  totals  shipped  into  "  pay  '*  and  **  free  "  territory. 

To  illustrate  the  mode  of  doing  business  the  folfowing 
excerpt  from  the  minutes  of  the  meetings  of  December  20, 
1895,  February  14,  1896,  and  March  18,  1896,  is  given: 

'*  It  was  moved  to  sell  the  519  pieces  of  W  pipe  from  Omaha,  Neh^ 
for  $23.40,  delivered.  Carried.  It  was  moved  tliat  Amiiston  partici- 
pate in  the  bonus  and  the  job  be  sold  over  the  table.  Carried.  Pur- 
suant to  the  motion,  the  519  pieces  of  W  pipe  for  Omaha  was  sold  to 
Bessemer  at  a  premium  of  fS. 

"  Moved  that  '  l)onus  *  on  Anniston's  Atlanta  water  works  contract 
be  fixed  at  $7.10,  provided  freight  is  $1.60  a  ton.    Carried." 

An  illustration  of  the  manner  in  which  "  reserved  ^  cities 
were  dealt  with  may  be  seen  in  the  case  of  a  public  letting  at 
St  Louis.  On  February  4,  1896,  the  water  department  of 
that  city  let  bids  for  2800  tons  of  pipe.  St.  Louis  was  "  re- 
served" to  the  Howard-Harrison  Company  of  Bessemer,  Ala- 
bama. The  price  was  fixed  by  the  association  at  $24  a  ton, 
and  the  bonus  at  $C.50.  Before  the  letting  the  vice  presid^it 
of  this  company  wrote  to  the  other  members  of  the  association 
under  date  of  January  24, 1896,  as  follows: 

*'  I  write  to  say  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  I  do  not  as  yet  know 
what  the  drayage  will  be  on  this  pipe,  I  prefer  that  if  any  of  you 
find  it  necessary  to  put  in  a  bid  without  going  to  St  Louis,  please 
bid  not  less  than  $27  for  the  pipe,  and  21  [219]  cents  per  pound  for 
the  specials.  I  would  also  like  to  know  as  to  which  of  you  would 
find  it  convenient  to  have  a  representative  at  the  letting.  It  wlU  be 
necessary  to  have  two  outside  bidders.** 

The  contract  was  let  to  the  Howard-Harrison  Company  of 
Bessemer,  at  $24,  who  allowed  the  Shickle,  Harrison  and 
Howard  Company,  a  pipe  company  of  St  Louis,  not  in  the 
association,  but  having  the  same  president  as  the  Howard- 
Harrison  Company  of  Bessemer,  to  fill  part  of  the  order. 
The  only  other  bidders  were  the  Addyston  Pipe  and  Steel 
Company,  and  Dennis  Long  &  Co.,  the  former  bidding  $24.87 
and  the  latter  $24.57.  The  evidence  shows  that  the  Chatta- 
nooga foundry  could  have  furnished  this  pipe,  delivered  in 
St.  Louis^  at  from  $17  to  $18,  and  could  have  made  a  profit 
on  it  at  that  price.    The  record  is  full  of  instances  of  a  similar 
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kind,  in  which,  after  the  successful  bidder  had  been  fixed  by 
the  ^^  auction  pool,"  or  had  been  fixed  by  the  arrangement  as 
to  "  reserve  "  cities,  the  other  defendants  put  in  bids  at  the 
public  letting  as  high  as  the  selected  bidder  requested,  in 
order  to  give  the  appearance  of  active  competition  between 
defendants. 

In  January,  1896,  after  the  auction  pool  had  been  in  opera- 
tion for  more  than  six  months,  the  Chattanooga  Company 
wrote  a  letter  to  its  representative  in  the  central  committee. 
The  letter  is  dated  January  2, 1896,  and  is  as  follows: 

**Deas  Sib:  Referring  to  oar  policy  for  1896,  in  bidding  on  pipe, 
we  have  bad  tbls  matter  under  consideration  for  some  time  past,  and 
from  tbe  information  obtained  from  Mr.  Thornton's  statement  as  to 
the  amount  of  business  done  last  year  in  pay  territory  and  ttom  esti- 
mates that  we  bare  made  for  business,  that  will  come  into  tbat  ter- 
ritory for  1896,  we  bave  been  able  to  determine  to  wbat  point  we  could 
bid  on  work  and  take  contracts,  and  if  bonus  is  for^  above  this 
point,  let  It  go  and  take  tbe  bonus.  We  note  from  your  letter  of  yes- 
terday that  you  bave  sized  up  the  situation  In  its  essential  points,  and 
It  agrees  exactly  with  our  Ideas  on  the  subject  It  is  useless  to  argue 
that  Howard-Harrison  Iron  Ck>.,  [220]  Cincinnati,  and  other  shops, 
who  have  been  bidding  bonuses  of  $6  or  $8  per  ton,  can  come  out  and 
make  any  money  if  they  continue  to  bid  such  bonus.  In  the  case 
of  the  Howard-Harrison  Iron  Co.,  people  on  Jacksonville,  Fla.  The 
truth  of  the  business  is  they  are  losing  money  at  the  prices  they  bid 
for  this  work.  If  they  take  the  contract  at  $19  delivered,  it  will  only 
net  $16  at  the  shop  after  they  have  paid  pack  the  bonus  of  $4.75;  if 
they  should  continue  to  buy  all  the  pipe  that  goes  up  to  such  figures 
as  they  have  paid  for  Jacksonville  and  other  points,  they  would  wreck 
their  shop  in  a  few  months.  However,  they  of  course  calculate  this 
bonus  will  be  returned  to  them  on  work  taken  by  other  shops.  We 
are  very  much  pleased  with  the  bonus  that  has  been  paid  and  we 
only  hope  they  will  keep  it  up  as  it  is  only  money  in  our  pockets.  As 
long  as  there  is  no  money  to  us  let  them  make  the  pipe,  as  we  shall 
continue  to  do  so. 

"  For  the  present  you  will  adopt  the  following  basis : 

"  On  16"  and  imder  standard  weights,  $14.25  at  shop. 

"  On  18"  and  36"  standard  weights,  $13. 

"  On  16"  and  under  light  weights,  $14.50  to  $14.75  at  shop. 

"  Tbat  is,  you  will  bid  all  over  $18,  $14.25  and  $14.50  on  work.  If 
we  get  work  at  these  prices  it  will  be  satisfactory.  If  the  others  run 
bonus  above  this  point  let  them  take  It,  as  It  will  be  more  money  to 
us  to  take  the  bonus. 

"We  note  Mr.  Thornton's  report  of  average  premiums  from  June 
1st  to  December,  that  the  average  was  $3.63.  The  average  bonuses 
that  are  prevailing  to-day  are  $7  to  $8.  We  cannot  expect  this  to 
continue,  and  we  think  your  estimate  of  $6  ton  average  bonus  Is 
high — as  we  do  not  believe  the  premiums  of  '96  will  average  that 
price,  unless  there  is  a  decided  change  for  the  better  hi  business.  We 
find  there  were  sold  and  shipped  into  pay  territory  from  January  1, 
1895,  to  date,  including  the  40,000  tons  of  old  business  that  did  not  pay 
a  bonus,  about  188,000  tons,  and  we  think  a  very  conservative  esti- 
mate of  shipments  into  this  territory  will  amount  to  fully  200,000 
this  year;  more  than  that,  probably  overrun  240,000  tons,  from  th« 
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fact  that  the  city  of  Chicago  and  several  other  places  that  annually 
use  large  quantities  of  pipe  were  not  in  the  market  [831]  last  year* 
or  last  season,  from  the  fact  that  they  were  out  of  funds.  On  the 
basis  as  given  you  above,  if  the  demand  should  reach  220,000  tons, 
which  would  give  us  our  entire  40,000  tons,  provided  we  did  no  busi- 
ness, then  the  association  would  pay  us  the  average  'bonus,'  which 
might  be  from  $3.50  to  $5  on  our  40,000.  If  we  cannot  secure  busi- 
ness in  *  pay  territory '  at  paying  prices,  we  think  we  will  be  able  to 
dispose  of  our  output  in  'free  territory,'  and  of  course  make  some 
profit  on  that 

"At  the  prices  that  Howard-Harrison  people  paid  for  Jacksonyille, 
Des  Plaines  and  one  or  two  other  points,  they  are  losing  from  $2.60 
to  $3  per  ton,  that  is.  provided  'bonuses'  would  not  be  returned  to 
them.  Therefore  when  business  goes  at  a  loss,  we  are  willing  that 
other  shops  make  It." 

Another  letter  was  written  by  the  same  company  pending 
a  trouble  over  a  letting  at  Atlanta.  The  Anniston  Company 
to  whom  Atlanta  had  been  ''  reserved  "  made  its  bid  so  high 
($24)  that  a  Philadelphia  pipe  firm,  R.  D.  Wood  &  Co.,  had 
been  able  to  underbid  the  Anniston  Company  in  spite  of  dif- 
ference in  freights.  All  the  bids  had  been  rejected  as  too 
high,  and  upon  a  second  letting  Anniston's  bid  was  $1.25  a 
ton  less,  and  the  job  was  awarded  to  it  The  charge  was 
then  made  by  Atlanta  persons  that  there  was  a  '^  trust "  or 
"  combine."  This  was  vigorously  denied.  The  letter  of  the 
Chattanooga  Company  evoked  by  tMs  difficulty  was  dated 
February  26, 1896,  and  reads  as  follows : 

"  Gentlemen  :  We  are  In  receipt  of  a  carbon  copy  of  your  favor  of 
the  24th  instant  to  F.  B.  Nichols,  Y.  P.,  in  reference  to  Atlanta,  Ga. 
We  certainly  regret  that  the  matter  has  assumed  its  present  shape, 
and  that  R.  D.  Wood  &  Company  should  make  a  lower  bid  by  one  dol- 
lar a  ton  than  the  southern  shops.  You  know  we  have  always  been 
opposed  to  special  customers  and  'reserved  cities,'  we  do  not  think 
that  it  is  the  right  principle  and  we  believe  if  the  present  association 
continues,  that  all  special  customers  and  'reserved  cities'  should  be 
wiped  out;  there  is  no  good  reason  why  we  should  be  allowed  to 
handle  New  Orleans,  you  Atlanta,  Howard-Har-  [888]  rison  Iron  Co., 
St  Louis,  or  South  Pittsburg,  Omaha.  We  are  not  in  the  business  to 
award  special  privileges  to  any  foundry,  and  we  believe  that  the  re- 
sult would  be  more  benefit  to  all  concerned  if  all  business  was  made 
competitive.  It  Is  hardly  right,  and  we  believe  If  you  will  think  over 
the  matter  carefully  you  will  concede  it,  for  us  to  be  put  into  a  posi- 
tion of  being  unable  to  make  prices  or  furnish  pipe  for  the  city  of 
Atlanta,  when  we  have  always  heretofore  had  a  large  share  of  their 
trade.  We  cannot  explain  our  position  to  the  Atlanta  people  and  we 
consider  it  is  detrimental  to  our  business,  and  think  no  combination 
should  have  the  power  to  force  us  into  such  a  position.  The  same 
argument  will  apply  with  you  as  to  New  Orleans,  St  Louis  and  other 
places.  We  think  this  matter  should  be  considered  seriously  and  some 
action  taken  ttmt  will  result  in  reestablishing  ourselves  (I  mean  the 
fbur  southern  shops)  in  the  confidence  of  the  Atlanta  people.  Wis- 
tnr,  R.  D.  Wood  &  Company's  man,  has  no  doubt  told  them  all  about 
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our  association,  or  as  much  as  he  could  guess,  and  has  worked  up  a 
very  bitter  feeling  against  us.  The  yery  fact  that  you  have  been  pro- 
tected  and  have  had  all  their  business  for  the  past  two  years  Is  proof 
to  them  that  such  a  *  combination '  exists,  and  they  state  that  If  they 
find  out  positively  that  we  are  working  together,  they  will  never  re- 
ceive a  bid  from  any  one  of  us  again.  We  cannot  afford  to  leave 
these  people  under  that  Impression,  and  something  ought  to  be  done 
that  would  disprove  Mr.  Wlstar's  statement  to  them.  We  believe 
that  all  business  ought  to  be  competitive.  The  fact  that  certain  shops 
have  certain  cities  '  reserved '  Is  all  based  upon  mere  sentiment,  and 
no  good  reason  exists  why  It  should  be  so.  We  believe  that,  as  a 
genera]  thing,  we  have  had  our  prices  entirely  too  high,  and  espe- 
cially do  we  believe  this  has  been  the  case  as  to  prices  in  '  reserved 
cities.  The  prices  made  at  St  Louis  and  Atlanta  are  entirely  out  of  all 
reason,  and  the  result  has  been  and  always  will  be,  when  high  prices 
are  named,  to  create  a  bad  feeling  and  an  agitation  aginst  the  *  com- 
bination.' There  is  no  reason  why  Atlanta,  New  Orleans,  St  Louis  or 
Omaha  should  be  made  to  pay  higher  prices  for  their  pipe  than  other 
places  near  [288]  them,  who  do  not  use  anything  like  the  amount  of 
pipe  and  whose  trade  Is  not  as  desirable  for  many  other  reasons. 
There  is  no  sentiment  existing  with  us  in  reference  to  Atlanta,  as  we 
would  as  soon  sell  our  pipe  anywhere  else,  only  as  stated  above,  it  is 
wrong  in  principle  that  we  should  be  forced  to  give  up  Atlanta  or  any 
other  point  for  no  good  i^eason  that  we  know  of.'* 

It  appears  quite  clearly  from  the  prices  at  which  the  Chat- 
tanooga and  the  South  Pittsburg  Companies  offered  pipe  in 
"  free  "  territory  that  any  price  which  would  net  them  from 
$13  to  $15  a  ton  at  their  foundries  would  give  them  a  profit. 
Pipe  was  freely  offered  by  the  defendants  in  "  free  "  territory 
more  than  five  hundred  miles  from  their  foundries  at  less 
prices  than  their  representative  boards  fixed  prices  for  jobs 
let  in  cities  in  "  pay  "  territory  nearer  to  defendants'  f oimiu'ies 
by  three  hundred  miles  or  more. 

The  defendants  adduced  many  affidavits  of  a. formal  type, 
chiefly  from  persons  who  had  been  buying  pipe  from  defend- 
ants and  other  companies,  who  testified  in  a  general  way  that 
the  prices  at  which  the  pipe  had  been  offered  by  defendants 
all  over  the  coimtry  had  been  reasonable,  but  in  not  one  of 
the  affidavits  was  any  attempt  made  to  give  figures  as  to  cost 
of  production  and  freight,  and  in  not  a  single  case  wei^  the 
specific  instances  shown  by  the  evidence  for  the  petitioner 
disputed. 

There  was  some  evidence  as  to  the  capacity  of  the  defend- 
ants' miUs.  The  division  of  bonuses  was  based  on  an  aggre- 
gate yearly  output  of  220,000  tons,  but  there  are  averments 
in  the  answer  that  indicate  that  this  was  not  a  statement  of 
the  actual  limit  of  capacity,  but  was  only  taken  as  a  standard 
of  restricted  output  upon  which  to  calculate  an  equitable 
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division  of  bonuses.  Nowhere  in  tlie  large  mass  of  affidavits 
is  there  any  statement  of  the  per  diem  capacity  of  the  defend- 
ants' mills.  Taking  their  aggregate  capacity,  however,  as 
220,000  tons,  that  of  the  other  mills  in  the  "  pay  ^  territory 
was  170,500  tons,  and  that  of  the  mills  in  the  ^'  free  "  terri- 
tory was  348,000  tons,  according  to  the  affidavit  of  the  chief 
officer  of  one  of  the  defendants.  Of  the  non-association  mills 
in  the  [S24]  "  pay  "  territory  one  was  at  Pueblo,  Colorado, 
another  was  in  the  state  p^iitentiary  at  Waco,  Texas,  and  a 
third  in  Oregon.  Their  aggregate  annual  capacity  was 
45,500  tons.  Another  non-association  mill  was  the  Shickle, 
Howard-Harrison  mill  of  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  with  a  capacity 
of  12,000  tons.  John  W.  Harrison,  who  was  president  of 
this  company,  was  also  president  of  the  Howard-Harrison 
mill  at  Bessemer,  Alabama,  which  was  a  member  of  the  asso- 
ciation, and  it  appears  that  an  order  taken  by  the  Bessemer 
mill  at  St.  Louis  was  partly  filled  by  the  St.  Louis  milL 
The  other  mills  in  the  "  pay  "  territory  were  one  at  Columbus, 
Ohio,  with  an  annual  capacity  of  30,000  tons,  one  at  Cleve- 
land, Ohio,  of  60,000  tons,  one  at  New  Comerstown,  in  north- 
eastern Ohio,  of  8000  tons,  and  one  at  Detroit,  Michigan,  of 
15,000  tons,  and  their  aggi'egate  annual  capacity  was  113,000 
tons.  In  the  "  free  "  territory  there  was  one  mill  in  eastern 
Virginia  with  an  annual  capacity  of  16,000  tons,  four  mills 
in  eastern  Pennsylvania  with  a  capacity  of  87,000  tons,  three 
mills  in  New  Jersey  with  a  capacity  of  210,000  tons,  and 
two  mills  at  New  York,  one  at  Utica  and  another  at  Buffalo, 
with  an  aggregate  capacity  of  35,000  tons. 

The  evidence  was  scanty  as  to  rates  of  freight  upon  iron 
pipes,  but  enough  appeared  to  show  that  the  advantage  in 
freight  rates  which  the  defendants  had  over  the  large  pipe 
foundries  in  New  York,  eastern  Pennsylvania  and  New  Jer- 
sey in  bidding  on  contracts  to  deliver  pipe  in  nearly  all  of  the 
"  pay  "  territory  varied  from  $2.00  to  $6.00  a  ton,  according 
to  the  location. 

The  defendants  filed  the  affidavits  of  their  managing  offi- 
cers, in  which  they  stated  generally  that  the  object  of  their  as- 
sociation was  not  to  raise  prices  beyond  what  was  r^sonable, 
but  only  to  prevent  ruinous  competition  between  defendants 
which  would  have  carried  prices  far  below  a  reasonable  point; 
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that  the  bonuses  charged  were  not  exorbitant  profits  and  addi- 
tions to  a  reasonable  price,  but  they  were  deductions  from  a 
reasonable  price  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  or  burden  intended 
to  curb  the  natural  disposition  of  each  member  to  get  all  the 
business  possible  and  more  than  his  due  proportion ;  that  the 
prices  fixed  by  the  association  were  always  reasonable  and 
[226]  were  always  fixed,  as  they  must  have  been,  with  refer- 
ence to  the  very  active  competition  of  other  pipe  manufactur- 
ers for  every  job;  that  the  reason  why  they  sold  pipe  at  9o 
much  cheaper  rates  in  the  "  free  "  territory  than  in  the  "  pay  ^ 
territory  was  because  they  were  willing  to  sell  at  a  loss  to 
keep  their  mills  going  rather  than  to  stop  them;  that  the 
prices  at  a  city  like  St  Louis,  in  which  the  specifications 
were  detailed  and  precise,  were  higher  because  pipe  had  to  be 
made  especially  for  the  job  and  they  could  not  use  stock  on 
hand. 

Mr.  Frank  Spurlock  (with  whom  was  Mr.  Foster  V.  Brown 
on  his  brief)  and  Mr.  John  W.  Warrington  for  appellants, 
cited  in  their  briefs:  Printing  and  Numerical  Reg,  Co.  v. 
SampsoUj  L.  R.  19  Eq.  462,  465 ;  RousiUon  v.  RousiUon^  14 
Ch.  Div.  351,  365;  Natiofidl  Benefit  Co.  v.  Union  Hospital 
Co.j  45  Minnesota,  272;  Oregon  Steam  Navigation  Co.  v. 
Winsorj  20  Wall.  64,  68;  Oakdale  Manufacturing  Co.  v. 
Garst,  18  R.  I.  484;  Tode  v.  Gross,  127  N.  Y.  480;  Shrainka 
V.  Scharringhausen,  8  Mo.  App.  522 ;  Beal  v.  Chase^  31  Michi- 
gan, 490;  Dolph  V.  Troy  Laundry  Machinery  Co.,  28  Fed. 
Rep.  553;  S.  C,  138  U.  S.  617;  Kellogg  v.  Larkin,  3  Pinney, 
(Wisconsin,)  123;  Dumber  Watch  Case  Manufacturing  Co. 
v.  E.  Howard  Watch  cfe  Clock  Co.,  35  U.  S.  App.  16 ;  Central 
Shade  Roller  Co.  v.  Cushm^n,  143  Mass.  353;  Diamond 
Match  Co.  V.  Roeher,  106  N.  Y.  473;  Leslie  v.  LoriUard, 
110  N.  Y.  619;  Gibbs  v.  Baltimore  Gas  Co.,  130  U.  S.  396; 
United  States  v.  Trans  Missouri  Freight  Ass^n,  166  U.  S. 
290;  Eastman  v.  Clark,  58  N.  H.  276;  Mayrant  v.  Marston, 
67  Alabama,  463;  Fay  v.  Davidson,  13  Minnesota,  623; 
Wickens  v.  Evans,  3  Younge  &  Jervis,  318 ;  Nat.  Benefit  Co. 
V.  Union  Hospital  Co.,  46  Minnesota,  272 ;  Hubbard  v.  MU- 
let,  27  Michigan,  15 ;  Robbina  v.  Shelby  County  Taxing  Dis- 
trict, 120  U.  S.  489 ;  Emert  v.  Missouri.  156  U.  S.  296 :  Asher 
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V.  Texas^  128  U.  S.  129;  StatOenburgh  v.  EentUck,  129  U.  S. 
141;  Brennan  v.  TUusmOsj  168  U.  S.  289,  807;  Hopkins  v. 
United  States^  171  U.  S.  678;  Bohn  Manufacturing  Co.  v. 
Hollt8^  64  Minnesota,  228 ;  United  States  y.  E.  0.  Knight  Co., 
166  U.  S.  1;  Brown  v.  Maryland,  12  Wheat  419;  State 
[226]  Freight  Tax  case,  16  Wallace,  282;  Coe  v.  Errol,  116 
U.  S.  517 ;  Kidd  v.  Pearson,  128  U.  S.  1 ;  Welton  v.  Missouri, 
91  U.  S.  276;  In  re  Greene,  62  Fed.  Rep.  104;  Paul  v.  Vir- 
ginia, 8  Wall.  168;  OivU  Rights  cases,  109  JJ.  S.  S;  In  re 
Debs,  158  U.  S.  664;  Scudder  v.  Unum  Nat'l  Bank,  91  U.  S. 
406;  United  States  v.  De  WUt,  9  WalL  41;  License  Tarn 
cases,  6  Wall.  462;  In  re  Rahrer,  140  U.  S.  645;  Patterson  v. 
Kentucky,  97  U.  S.  501;  Barron  v.  Baltimore,  7  Pet  243; 
Mofiongahela  Nav.  Co.  v.  United  States,  148  U.  S,  812; 
Munn  V.  lUinois,  94  U.  S.  118 ;  Budd  v.  A^ew  Z^*,  148  U.  S. 
617;  United  States  v.  /otn<  Tra;^  Association,  171  U.  S 
605;  Anderson  v.  i7n«V^rf  5^a^6«,  171  U.  S.  604;  N.  T.,  Lake 
Erie  cfe  Western  Railroad  v.  Pennsylvania,  168  U.  S.  481; 
Pittsburgh  dk  Southern  Coal  Co.  v.  Bates,  156  U.  S.  577; 
Adams  Express  Co.  v.  Ohio,  165  IT.  S.  194;  S.  C,  166  U.  S. 
185;  Brennan  v.  Titusville,  153  U.  S.  289;  Pettibone  v. 
J7m^€rf  >Sto^^,  148  U.  S.  197;  Powell  v.  Pennsylvania,  127 
U.  S.  678;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Richmond,  19  Wall.  684;  .Vvnn  v. 
Illinois,  94  U.  S.  118;  Z>«w  v.  Beidelman,  125  U.  S.  680; 
5wrfrf  V.  New  York,  148  U.  S.  617;  Packet  Go.  v.  Keokuk,  96 
U.  S.  80;  AUgeyer  v.  Louisiana,  166  U.  S.  678;  Butchers' 
Union  Co.  v.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  U.  S.  746;  A(7y({  v. 
United  States,  116  U.  S.  616. 

Mr.  Solicitor  General  for  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Justice  Pegkham,  after  stating  the  case,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court 

The  foregoing  statement,  which  has  been  mainly  taken 
from  that  preceding  the  opinion  of  Circuit  Judge  Taft,  de- 
livered in  this  case  in  the  Grcuit  Court  of  Appeals,  com- 
prises, as  we  think,  all  that  is  essential  to  the  discussion  of 
the  questions  arising  in  this  case,  and  we  believe  the  state- 
ment to  be  fully  borne  out  as  to  the  facts,  by  the  evidence  set 
forth  in  the  record. 
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Assuming,  for  the  purpose  of  the  argument,  that  the  con- 
tract in  question  herein  does  directly  and  substantially  op- 
erate as  a  restraint  upon  and  as  a  regulation  of  interstate 
commerce,  it  is  yet  insisted  by  the  appellants  at  the  threshold 
of  the  [227]  inquiry  that  by  the  true  construction  of  the 
Constitution,  the  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  interstate 
commerce  is  limited  to  its  protection  from  acts  of  interfer- 
ence by  state  legislation  or  by  means  of  regulations  made 
under  the  authority  of  the  State  by  some  political  subdivision 
thereof,  including  also  Congressional  power  over  common 
carriers,  elevator,  gas  and  water  companies,  for  reasons  stated 
to  be  peculiar  to  such  carriers  and  companies,  but  that  it  does 
not  include  the  general  power  to  interfere  with  or  prohibit 
private  contracts  between  citizens,  even  though  such  con- 
tracts have  interstate  commerce  for  their  object,  and  result 
in  a  direct  and  substantial  obstruction  to  or  regulation  of 
that  commerce. 

This  argument  is  founded  upon  the  assertion  that  the  reason 
for  vesting  in  Congress  the  power  to  regulate  conmierce  was 
to  insure  uniformity  of  regulation  against  conflicting  and  dis- 
criminating state  legislation;  and  the  further  assertion  that 
the  Constitution  guarantees  liberty  of  private  contract  to  the 
citizen  at  least  upon  conmiercial  subjects,  and  to  that  extent 
the  guaranty  operates  as  a  limitation  on  the  power  of  Congress 
to  regulate  commerce.  Some  remarks  are  quoted  from  the 
opinions  of  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  Gibbons  v.  Ogden^  9 
AVheat.  1,  and  Brown  v.  Maryland^  12  Wheat.  419,  and  from 
the  opinions  of  other  justices  of  this  court  in  the  cases  of  The 
State  Freight  Tax^  15  Wall.  232,  276 ;  Railroad  Company  v. 
Richmond^  19  Wall.  584,  589;  Welton  v.  Missouri,  91  U.  S. 
275,  280;  Mobile  County  v.  KimbaU^  102  U.  S.  691,  697,  and 
Kidd  V.  Pearson^  128  U.  S.  1, 21,  all  of  which  are  to  the  effect 
that  the  object  of  vesting  in  Congress  the  power  to  regulate 
interstate  commerce  was  to  insure  uniformity  of  regulation 
against  conflicting  and  discriminating  state  legislation.  The 
further  remark  is  quoted  from  Railroad  Company  v.  Rich- 
mond^  supra^  that  the  power  of  Congress  to  regulate  com- 
merce was  never  intended  to  be  exercised  so  as  to  interfere 
with  private  contracts  not  designed  at  the  time  they  were 
made  to  create  impediments  to  such  commerce.    It  is  added 

10870°— 8.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol  1 66 
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that  the  proof  herein  shows  that  the  contract  in  this  case  was 
not  so  designed. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  among  the  reasons,  if  not  the 
[828]  strongest  reason,  for  placing  the  power  in  Congress  to 
regulate  interstate  commerce,  was  that  which  is  stated  in  the 
extracts  from  the  opinions  of  the  court  in  the  cases  above 
cited. 

The  reasons  which  may  have  caused  the  framers  of  the 
Constitution  to  repose  the  power  to  regulate  interstate  com- 
merce in  Congress  do  not,  however,  affect  or  limit  the  extmit 
of  the  power  itself. 

In  Gibbons  v.  Off  den,  (supra,)  the  power  was  declared  to 
be  complete  in  itself,  and  to  aclmowledge  no  limitations  other 
than  are  prescribed  by  the  Constitution. 

Under  this  grant  of  power  to  Congress,  that  body,  in  our 
judgment,  may  enact  such  legislation  as  shall  declare  void  and 
prohibit  the  performance  of  any  contract  between  individuals 
or  corporations  where  the  natural  and  direct  effect  of  sudi 
a  contract  will  be,  when  carried  out,  to  directly,  and  not  as  a 
.  mere  incident  to  other  and  innocent  purposes,  regulate  to  any 
substantial  extent  interstate  commerce.  (And  when  we  speak 
of  interstate  we  also  include  in  our  meaning  foreign  com- 
merce.) We  do  not  assent  to  the  correctness  of  the  propo- 
sition that  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  liberty  to  the 
individual  to  enter  into  private  contracts  limits  the  power 
of  Congress  and  prevents  it  from  legislating  upon  the  subject 
of  contracts  of  the  class  mentioned. 

The  power  to  regulate  interstate  commerce  is,  as  stated  by 
Chief  Justice  Marshall,  full  and  complete  in  Congress,  and 
there  is  no  limitation  in  the  grant  of  the  power  which  exdiides 
private  contracts  of  the  nature  in  question  from  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  that  body.  Nor  is  any  such  limitation  contained  in 
that  other  clause  of  the  Constitution  which  provides  that  no 
person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property  without 
due  process  of  law.  It  has  been  held  that  the  word  "  liberty.** 
as  used  in  the  Constitution,  was  not  to  be  confined  to  the 
more  liberty  of  person,  but  included,  ariiong  others,  a  right 
to  enter  into  certain  classes  of  contracts  for  the  purfHise  of 
enabling  the  citizen  to  carry  on  his  business.  Attjie^ef  v. 
LouUiafui,  165  U.  S.  578;  United  Statei  V.  J&int  Traflte 
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Association^  171  U.  S.  505,  572.  But  it  has  never  been,  and 
in  our  opinion  ought  not  to  be,  held  that  the  word  included 
[229]  the  right  of  an  individual  to  enter  into  private  con- 
tracts upon  all  subjects,  no  matter  what  their  nature  and 
wholly  irrespective  (among  other  things)  of  the  fact  that 
they  would,  if  performed,  result  in  the  regulation  of  inter- 
state commerce  and  in  the  violation  of  an  act  of  Congress^ 
upon  that  subject  The  provision  in  the  Constitution  does 
not,  as  we  believe,  exclude  Congress  from  legislating  with  re- 
gard to  contracts  of  the  above  nature  while  in  the  exercise  of 
its  constitutional  right  to  regulate  commerce  among  the 
States.  On  the  contrary,  we  think  the  provision  regarding 
the  liberty  of  the  citizen  is,  to  9omei  extent,  limited  by  the  com- 
merce clause  of  the  Constitution,  and  that  the  power  of  Con- 
gress to  regulate  interstate  commerce  comprises  the  right  to 
enact  a  law  prohibiting  the  citizen  from  entering  into  those 
private  contracts  which  directly  and  substantially,  and  not 
merely  indirectly,  remotely,  incidentally  and  collaterally, 
regulate  to  a  greater  or  less  degree  commerce  among  the 
States. 

'We  cannot  so  enlarge  the  scope  of  the  language  of  the 
Constitution  regarding  the  liberty  of  the  citizen  as  to  hold 
that  it  includes  or  that  it  was  intended  to  include  a  right  to 
make  a  contract  which  in  fact  restrained  and  .regulated  inter- 
state commerce,  notwithstanding  Congress,  proceeding  under 
the  constitutional  provision  giving  to  it  the  power  to  reg- 
ulate that  commerce,  had  prohibited  such  contracts. 

While  unfriendly  or  discriminating  legislation  of  the  sev- 
eral States  may  have  been  the  chief  cause  for  granting  to 
Congress  the  sole  power  to  regulate  interstate  commerce,  yet 
we  fail  to  find  in  the  language  of  the  grant  any  such  limita- 
tion of  that  power  as  would  exclude  Congress  from  legislat- 
ing on  the  subject  and  prohibiting  those  private  contracts 
which  would  directly  and  substantially,  and  not  as  a  mere 
incident,  regulate  interstate  commerce. 

If  certain  kinds  of  private  contracts  do  directly,  as  already 
stated,  limit  or  restrain,  and  hence  regulate  interstate  com- 
merce, why  should  not  the  power  of  Congress  reach  those 
contracts  just  the  same  as  if  the  legislation  of  some  State  had 
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enacted  the  provisions  contained  in  them?  The  private  con- 
tracts may  in  truth  be  as  far  reaching  in  their  effect  upon 
[330]  interstate  commerce  as  would  the  legislation  of  a  single 
State  of  the  same  character. 

In  the  Debs  case^  158  U.  S.  664,  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer,  speaking  for  the  court:  "It  is  curious  to  note  the 
fact  that  in  a  large  proportion  of  the  cases  in  respect  to  inter- 
state commerce  brought  to  this  court  the  question  presented 
was  of  the  validity  of  state  legislation  in  its  bearing  upon 
interstate  commerce,  and  the  uniform  course  of  decision  has 
been  to  declare  that  it  is  not  within  the  competency  of  a  State 
to  legislate  in  such  a  manner  as  to  obstruct  interstate  com- 
merce. If  a  State,  with  its  recognized  power  of  sovereignty, 
is  impotent  to  obstruct  interstate  commerce,  can  it  be  tiiat 
any  mere  voluntary  association  of  individuals  within  the 
limits  of  that  State  has  a  power  which  the  State  itself  does 
not  possess?" 

What  sound  reason  can  be  given  why  Congress  should  have 
the  power  to  interfere  in  the  case  of  the  State,  and  yet  have 
none  in  the  case  of  the  individual?  Commerce  is  the  impor- 
tant subject  of  consideration,  and  anything  which  directly 
obstructs  and  thus  regulates  that  commerce  which  is  carried 
or  among  the  States  whether  it  is  state  legislation  or  private 
contracts  between  individuals  or  corporations,  should  be  sub- 
ject to  the  power  of  Congress  in  the  regulation  of  that 
commerce. 

The  power  of  Congress  over  this  subject  seems  to  us  much 
more  important  and  necessary  than  the  liberty  of  the  citizen 
to  enter  into  contracts  of  the  nature  above  mentioned,  free 
from  the  control  of  Congress,  because  the  direct  results  of 
such  contracts  might  be  the  regulation  of  commerce  among 
the  States,  possibly  quite  as  effectually  as  if  a  State  had 
passed  a  statute  of  like  tenor  as  the  contract 

The  liberty  of  contract  in  such  case  would  be  nothing  more 
than  the  liberty  of  doing  that  which  would  result  in  the  r^u- 
lation,  to  some  extent,  of  a  subject  which  trcm  its  general  and 
great  importance  has  been  granted  to  Congress  as  the  proper 
representative  of  the  nation  at  large.  Regulation,  to  any  sub- 
stantial extent,  of  such  a  subject  by  any  other  powet  than 
that  of  Congress,  after  Congress  has  itself  acted  thereon,  even 
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[231]  though  such  regulation  is  effected  by  means  of  privute 
contracts  between  individuals  or  corporations,  is  illegal,  and 
we  are  unaware  of  any  reason  why  it  is  not  as  objectionable 
when  attempted  by  individuals  as  by  the  State  itself.  In 
both  cases  it  is  an  attempt  to  regulate  a  subject  which,  for  the 
purpose  of  regulation,  has  been,  with  some  exceptions,  such 
as  are  stated  in  MohUe  County  v.  KimbaUy  102  U.  S.  691,697; 
Morgan  v.  Louisiana,  118  U.  S.  455,  465;  Bowman  v.  Chicago 
cfe  A^.  TF.  Railway,  lib  U.  S.  465;  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Co.  V.  James,  162  U.  S.  650,  655,  exclusively  granted  to  Con- 
gress ;  and  it  is  essential  to  the  proper  execution  of  that  power 
tliat  Congress  should  have  jurisdiction  as  much  in  the  one 
case  as  in  the  other. 

It  is,  indeed,  urged  that  to  include  private  contracts  of  this 
description  within  the  grant  of  this  power  to  Congress  is  to 
take  from  the  States  their  own  power  over  the  subject,  and 
to  interfere  with  the  liberty  of  the  individual  in  a  manner 
and  to  an  extent  never  contemplated  by  the  frnmers  of  the 
Constitution,  and  not  fairly  justified  by  any  language  used  in 
that  instrument.  If  Congress  has  not  the  power  to  legislate 
upon  the  subject  of  contracts  of  the  kind  mentioned,  because 
the  constitutional  provision  as  to  the  liberty  of  the  citizen 
limits,  to  that  extent,  its  power  to  regulate  interstate  com- 
merce, then  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  the  several  States 
have  that  power,  although  such  contracts  relate  to  interstate 
commerce,  and,  more  or  less,  regulate  it.  If  neither  Congress 
nor  the  state  legislatures  have  such  power,  then  we  are 
brought  to  the  somewhat  extraordinary  position  that  there 
is  no  authority,  state  or  national,  which  can  legislate  upon 
the  subject  of  or  prohibit  such  contracts.  Thiu  cannot  be  Uie 
case. 

If  it  should  be  held  that  Congress  has  no  power  and  the 
state  legislatures  have  full  and  complete  authority  to  thus 
far  regulate  interstate  commerce  by  means  of  their  control 
over  private  contracts  between  individuals  or  corporations, 
then  die  legislation  of  the  different  States  might  and  probably 
would  differ  in  regard  to  the  matter,  according  to  what  each 
State  might  regard  as  its  own  particular  interest  One  State 
[283]  might  condemn  all  kinds  of  contracts  of  the  class  de- 
scribed, while  another  might  permit  the  making  of  all  of 
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them,  while  still  another  might  permit  some  and  prohibit 
others,  and  thus  great  confusion  would  ensue,  and  it  would  be 
difficult  in  many  cases  to  know  just  what  law  was  applicable 
to  any  particular  contract  regarding  and  regulating  interstate 
commerce.  At  the  same  time  contracts  might  be  made  betweoi 
individuals  or  corporations  of  such  extent  and  magnitude  as 
to  seriously  affect  commerce  among  the  States,  lliese  con- 
sequences would  seemingly  necessarily  follow  if  it  were  de- 
cided that  the  state  legislatures  had  control  over  the  subject 
to  the  extent  mentioned. 

It  is  true,  so  far  as  we  are  informed,  that  no  state  legisb- 
ture  has  heretofore  authorized  by  affinnative  legislation  the 
making  of  contracts  upon  the  matter  of  interstate  commerce 
of  the  nature  now  under  discussion.  Nor  has  it,  in  tenns, 
condemned  them.  The  reason  why  no  state  legislation  upon 
the  subject  has  been  enacted  has  probably  been  because  it 
was  supposed  to  be  a  subject  over  which  state  legislatures 
had  no  jurisdiction.  If  it  should  be  decided  that  they  have, 
then  the  course  of  legislation  of  the  different  States  on  this 
subject  would  probably  be  as  varied  as  we  have  already 
indicated. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  it  be  true  that  in  no  event  could  a 
state  legislature  enact  a  law  affirmatively  authorizing;  ^ch 
contracts,  (even  if  Congress  had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  sub- 
ject,) because  in  so  doing  it  would  to  a  greater  or  less  extent 
itself  thereby,  though  indirectly,  regulate  interstate  com- 
merce, then  the  question  whether  such  contracts  were  l^al 
without  legislative  sanction  would  depend  upon  the  decisions 
of  the  various  state  courts  having  jurisdiction  in  tlie  cases, 
and  in  that  event,  as  the  same  question  might  arise  in  dif- 
ferent States,  there  would  be  great  probability  of  inconsis- 
tent and  contradictory  decisions  among  the  courts  of  the  dif- 
ferent States,  and  tibat,  too,  upon  questions  of  contracts 
amounting  to  the  regulation  of  interstate  commerce.  It  is 
true  that  under  our  system  of  government  there  are  numerous 
subjects  over  which  the  States  have  exclusive  jurisdiction, 
resulting  in  the  enact-  [238]  ment  of  different  laws  upon  the 
same  subject  in  various  States,  and  also  in  varying  and  in- 
consistent judicial  judgments  in  the  diffeicnt  States  upon 
the  same  subject    That  condition  has  never  been  regarded 
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as  an  end  in  itself  desirable.  It  undoubtedly  results  in  some 
confusion  as  to  the  law  applicable  to  the  particular  case,  and 
in  many  instances  thereby  increases  the  cost  and  renders 
doubtful  the  result  of  the  litigation  arising  under  such  cir- 
cumstances. They  are  results  and  the  necessary  accompani- 
ment of  the  division  of  sovereignty  between  the  States  on  ihe 
one  hand  and  the  Federal  Government  on  the  other,  and  yet 
the  enormous  and  inestimable  benefits  arising  from  the  ex- 
istence of  separate,  independent  and  sovereign  States  have 
completely  submerged  the  comparatively  minor  evils  of  in- 
consistent judgments  and  different  laws  upon  many  of  the 
subjects  over  which  the  States  have  exclusive  jurisdiction. 
But  upon  the  matter  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and 
the  proper  regulation  thereof,  the  subject  being  not  alone 
national  but  international  in  its  character,  the  great  impor- 
tance of  having  but  one  source  for  the  law  which  regulates 
that  commerce  throughout  the  length  and  breadth  of  the 
land  cannot  in  our  opinion  be  overestimated.  Eadi  State  in 
that  event  would  have  complete  jurisdiction  over  the  com- 
merce which  was  wholly  within  its  own  borders,  while  the 
jurisdiction  of  Congress,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, over  interstate  commerce  would  be  paramount,  and 
would  include  therein  jurisdiction  over  contracts  of  the  na- 
ture we  have  been  discussing. 

The  remark  in  Railroad  Company  v.  Richmond^  (suproj) 
that  it  was  never  intended  that  the  power  of  Congress  should 
be  exercised  so  as  to  interfere  with  private  contracts  not 
designed  at  the  time  they  were  made  to  create  impediments 
to  interstate  commerce,  when  read  in  connection  with  the 
facts  stated  in  the  report,  is  entirely  sound.  It  therein  ap- 
pears that  a  contract  had  been  made  between  the  parties,  as 
to  the  erection  of  an  elevator  and  the  business  to  be  done  by 
it,  which  contract  was  valid  when  made.  Subsequently  Con- 
gress passed  acts  relating  to  the  construction  of  bridges  over 
rivers  and  streams  and  authorizing  railroads  to  carry  pas- 
[284]  sengers  on  their  way  from  one  State  to  another.  The 
railroad  company  becoming  tired  of  its  contract  with  the 
elevator  company,  desired  to  take  advantage  of  this  legis- 
lation and  contended  that  under  it,  the  contract  which  it  had 
theretofore  made  with  the  elevator  company  became  void  as 
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an  obstacle  to  or  a  regulation  of  commerce.  The  court  held 
that  contracts  which  were  valid  when  made  continue  valid 
and  capable  of  enforcement,  so  long,  at  least,  as  peace  lasts 
between  the  governments  of  the  contracting  parties,  notwith- 
standing a  change  in  the  condition  of  business  which  origi- 
nally led  to  their  creating.  It  was  then  added  that  it  never 
was  intended  that  the  power  of  Congress  should  be  exercised 
so  as  to  interfere  with  private  contracts  not  designed  at  the 
time  they  'were  made  to  create  impediments  to  interstate 
commerce. 

There  is  no  intimation  in  this  remark  that  Congress  has  no 
power  to  legislate  regarding  those  contracts  which  do  directly 
regulate  and  restrain  interstate  commerce.  The  inference  is 
quite  the  reverse,  and  it  is  plain  that*  the  case  assumes  if 
private  contracts  when  entered  into  do  directly  interfere  with 
and  regulate  interstate  commerce,  Congress  had  power  to  con- 
demn them.  If  the  necessary,  direct  and  inmiediate  effect  of 
the  contract  be  to  violate  an  act  of  Congress  and  also  to 
restrain  and  regulate  interstate  commerce,  it  is  manifestly 
immaterial  whether  the  design  to  so  regulate  was  or  was  not 
in  existence  when  the  contract  was  entered  into.  In  such 
case  the  design  does  not  constitute  the  material  thing.  The 
fact  of  a  direct  and  substantial  regulation  is  the  important 
part  of  the  contract,  and  that  regulation  existing,  it  is  unim- 
portant that  it  was  not  designed. 

Where  the  contract  affects  interstate  commerce  only  inci- 
dentally and  not  directly,  the  fact  that  it  was  not  designed  or 
intended  to  affect  such  commerce  is  simply  an  additional 
reason  for  holding  the  contract  valid  and  not  touched  by  the 
act  of  Congress.  Otherwise  the  design  prompting  the  execu- 
tion of  a  contract  pertaining  to  and  directly  affecting,  and 
more  or  less  regulating,  interstate  commerce  is  of  no  impor- 
tance. We  conclude  that  the  plain  language  of  the  grant  to 
Congress  of  power  to  regulate  commerce  among  the  several 
[235]  States  includes  power  to  legislate  upon  the  subject  of 
those  contracts  in  respect  to  interstate  or.  foreign  commerce 
which  directly  affect  and  regulate  that  commerce,  and  we  can 
find  no  reasonable  ground  for  asserting  that  the  constitu- 
tional provision  as  to  the  liberty  of  the  individual  limits  tlie 
extent  of  that  power  as  claimed  by  the  appellants.    We  there- 
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fore  think  the  appellants  have  failed  in  their  contention 
upon  this  branch  of  subject. 

We  are  thus  brought  to  the  question  whether  the  contract 
or  combination  proved  in  this  case  is  one  which  is  either  a 
direct  retraint  or  a  regulation  of  commerce  among  the  sev- 
eral States  or  with  foreign  nations  contrary  to  the  act  of  Con- 
gress. It  is  objected  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  that  even 
if  it  affected  interstate  commerce  the  contract  or  combina- 
tion was  only  a  reasonable  restraint  upon  a  ruinous  compe- 
tition among  themselves,  and  was  formed  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  protecting  the  parties  thereto  in  securing  prices  for 
their  product  that  were  fair  and  reasonable  to  themselves 
and  the  public  It  is  further  objected  that  the  agreement 
does  not  come  within  the  act  because  it  is  not  one  which 
amounts  to  a  regulation  of  interstate  commerce,  as  it  has  no 
direct  bearing  upon  or  relation  to  that  commerce,  but  that 
on  the  contrary  the  case  herein  involves  the  same  principles 
which  were  under  consideration  in  United  States  v.  E.  0. 
Knight  Company^  156  U.  S.  1,  and,  in  accordance  with  that 
decision,  the  bill  should  be  dismissed. 

Referring  to  the  first  of  these  objections  to  the  mainte- 
nance of  this  proceeding,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  agreement 
or  combination  was  not  one  which  simply  secured  for  its 
members  fair  and  reasonable  prices  for  the  article  dealt  in 
by  them.  Even  if  the  objection  thus  set  up  Would,  if  well 
founded  in  fact,  constitute  a  defence,  we  agree  with  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in  its  statement  of  the  special  facts 
upon  this  branch  of  the  case  and  with  its  opinion  thereon  as 
set  forth  by  Circuit  Judge  Taft,  as  follows : 

"  The  defendants  being  mannfacturers  and  vendors  of  cast-iron  pipe 
entered  into  a  combination  to  raise  the  prices  for  pipe  for  all  the 
States  west  and  south  of  New  Yorlc,  Pennsylvania  [836]  and  Virginia, 
constituting  considerably  more  than  three  quarters  of  the  territory 
of  the  United  States,  and  significantly  called  by  the  associates  '  pay ' 
territory.  Their  Joint  annnal  output  was  220,000  tona  The  total 
capacity  of  all  the  other  cast-iron  pipe  manufacturers  In  the  'pay' 
territory  was  170,600  tons.  Of  this,  45,000  tons  was  the  capacity  of 
mills  in  Texas,  CJolorado  and  Oregon,  so  far  removed  from  that  part 
of  the  '  pay '  territory  where  the  demand  was  considerable  ttiat  neces- 
sary freight  rates  excluded  them  from  the  possibility  of  competing, 
and  12,000  tons  was  the  possible  annual  capacity  of  a  mill  at  St  Louis, 
which  was  practically  under  the  same  management  as  that  of  one 
of  the  defendants*  mills.  Of  the  remainder  of  the  mills  in  'pay* 
territory  and  outside  of  the  combination,  one  was  at  Ck>lumbns,  Ohio, 
two  in  nortliem  Ohio,  and  one  In  Michigan.    Their  aggregate  possible 
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annual  capacity  was  abont  one  half  the  asaal  annual  on^nt  of  the 
defendants'  mills.  They  were,  it  will  be  observed,  at  the  extreme 
northern  end  of  the  *pay'  territory,  while  the  defendants'  mills  at 
Cincinnati,  Louisville,  Chattanooga  and  South  Plttsfourf,  and  Annis 
ton  and  Bessemer  were  grouped  much  nearer  to  the  centre  of  the 
•pay*  territory.  The  freight  upon  cast-iron  pipe  amounts  to  a  con- 
siderable percentage  of  the  price  at  which  manufacturers  can  deliver 
it  at  any  great  distance  from  the  place  of  manufacture.  Within  the 
margin  of  the  freight  per  ton  which  Eastern  manufacturers  would 
have  to  pay  to  deliver  pipe  in  'pay'  territory,  the  deftedanta,  by 
controlling  two  thirds  of  the  output  in  'pay*  territory,  wMe  practi- 
cally able  to  fix  prices.  The  competition  of  the  Ohio  and  Michigan 
mills  of  course  somewhat  affected  their  power  In  this  refi|>6ct  In  the 
northern  part  of  the  '  pay '  territory,  but  the  further  south  the  place 
of  delivery  was  to  be,  the  more  complete  the  monopoly  over  the  trade 
which  the  def^idants  were  able  to  exercise,  within  the  limits  already 
described.  Much  evidence  is  adduced  upon  affidavit  to  prove  that 
defendants  had  no  power  arbitrarily  to  fix  prices  and  that  they  were 
always  obliged  to  meet  competitioA.  To  the  extent  that  they  eonld 
tot  impose  prices  on  the  public  In  excess  of  the  cost  price  of  pipe 
Ptrlth  freight  from  Atlan-  [837]  tic  seaboard  added,  this  is  true,  but 
within  that  limit  they  could  fix  prices  as  they  diose.  The  most  cogent 
evidence  tliat  they  had  this  power  is  the  fact  everywhere  apparent  In 
the  record  that  they  exercised  it  The  details  of  the  way  in  which  It 
was  maintained  are  somewhat  obscured  by  the  manner  in  which  the 
proof  was  adduced  in  the  court  below  upon  affidavits  solely,  and  with- 
out the  clarifying  effect  of  cross-examination,  but  quite  enough  ap- 
pears to  leave  no  doubt  of  the  ultimate  fact 

"The  defendants  were  by  their  combination  therefore  able  to  de- 
prive the  public  in  a  large  territory  of  the  advantages  otherwise 
accruing  to  them  from  the  proximity  of  defendants'  pipe  factories  and, 
by  keeipng  prices  just  low  enough  to  prevent  competition  by  Eastern 
manufacturers,  to  compel  the  public  to  pay  an  increase  over  what  the 
price  would  have  been  if  fixed  by  competition  between  defendants, 
nearly  equal  to  the  advantage  in  freight  rates  enjoyed  by  defendants 
over  Eastern  competitors.  The  defendants  acquired'  this  power  by 
voluntarily  agreeing  to  sell  only  at  prices  fixed  by  their  committee 
and  by  allowing  the  highest  bidder  at  the  secret  'auction  pool'  to 
become  the  lowest  bidder  of  them  at  the  public  letting.  Now,  the 
restraint  thus  Imposed  on  themselves  was  only  partial.  It  did  not 
cover  the  United  States.  There  was  not  a  complete  monopoly.  It 
was  tempered  by  the  fear  of  competition  and  It  affected  only  a  part 
of  the  price.  But  this  certainly  does  not  take  the  contract  of  associa- 
tion out  of  the  annulling  effect  of  the  rule  against  monopolies.  In 
United  States  v.  E,  C.  Knight  Company,  156  U.  S.  1,  10,  Chief  JusUce 
Fuller,  in  speaking  for  the  court,  said :  'Again  all  the  authorities  agree 
that  in  order  to  vitiate  a  contract  or  combhuition,  it  Is  not  essential 
that  its  result  should  be  a  complete  monopoly;  It  Is  sufficient  if  It 
really  tends  to  that  end  and  to  deprive  the  public  of  the  advantages 
which  flow  from  free  competition.* 

'*  It  has  been  earnestly  pressed  upon  us  that  the  prioes  at  which  the 
cast-iron  pipe  was  sold  in  'pay'  territory  were  reasonable.  A  great 
many  affidavits  of  purhasers  of  pipe  in  'pay'  territory,  all  drawn 
by  the  same  hand  or  from  the  same  model,  are  produced,  in  which 
the  affiants  say  that  In  their  [938]  opinion  the  prices  at  which  pipe 
has  been  sold  by  defmidants  have  been  reasonaMe.  We  do  not  think 
the  issue  an  important  one,  because,  as  already  stated,  w«  do  not 
think  that  at  common  law  there  is  any  question  of  reasonableness 
open  to  the  courts  with  reference  to  such  a  contract     Its  tendency 
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was  certainly  to  giye  defoidantB  the  power  to  charge  nnreaaonable 
prices,  had  they  chosen  to  do  so.  But  if  it  were  important  we  should 
unhesitatingly  ftnd  that  the  prices  charged  in  the  instances  which 
were  in  evidence  were  nnreasonabia  The  letters  from  the  manager 
of  the  Chattano<^a  foundry  written  to  the  other  defendants  and  dis- 
cussing the  prices  fixed  by  the  association,  do  not  leave  the  slightest 
doubt  upon  this  point,  and  outweigh  the  perfunctory  affidavits  pro- 
duced by  the  defendants  The  cost  of  producing  pipe  at  Chattanooga, 
together  with  a  reasonable  profit,  did  not  exceed  $10  a  ton.  It  could 
have  been  delivered  at  Atlanta  at  $17  to  $18  a  ton,  and  yet  the  lowest 
price  which  that  foundry  was  permitted  by  the  rules  of  the  associa- 
tion to  bid  was  $24.25.  The  same  thing  was  true  all  through  *  pay ' 
territory  to  a  greater  or  less  degree,  and  especially  at  'reserved' 
cities" 

The  facts  thus  set  forth  show  conclusively  that  the  effect  of 
the  combination  was  to  enhance  prices  beyond  a  sum  which 
was  reasonable,  and  therefore  the  first  objection  above  set 
forth  need  not  be  further  noticed. 

We  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  direct  effect  of  the  agree- 
m^it  or  combination  is  to  regulate  interstate  commerce,  and 
the  case  is  therefore  not  covered  by  that  of  United  States  v. 
E,  C.  Knight  Company^  supra.  It  was  there  held  that 
although  the  American  Sugar  Refining  CSompany,  by  means 
of  the  combination  referred  to,  had  obtained  a  practical 
monopoly  of  the  business  of  manufacturing  sugar,  yet  the 
act  of  Congress  did  not  touch  the  case,  because  the  combina- 
tion only  related  to  manufacture  and  not  to  commerce  among 
the  States  or  with  foreign  nations.  The  plain  distinction 
between  manufacture  and  commerce  was  pointed  out,  and  it 
was  observed  that  a  contract  or  combination  which  directly 
related  to  manufacture  only  was  not  brought  within  the 
purview  of  the  act,  although  as  an  indirect  and  incidental 
result  of  such  combina-  [239]  tion  commerce  among  the 
States  might  be  thereafter  somewhat  affected.  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Fuller,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  spoke 
of  the  distinction  between  the  two  subjects,  and  said : 

'*  The  argument  is  that  the  power  to  control  the  manufacture  of  re- 
fined sugar  Is  a  monopoly  over  a  necessity  of  life,  to  the  enjoyment  of 
which  by  a  large  part  of  the  population  of  the  United  States  inter- 
state commerce  is  Indispensable,  and  that,  therefore,  the  General  Gov- 
ernment, in  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  regulate  commerce,  may  re- 
press such  monopoly  directly  and  set  aside  the  instruments  which 
have  created  It 

*'  Doubtless,  the  power  to  control  the  manufacture  of  a  given  thing 
Involves  In  a  certain  sense  the  control  of  Its  disposition,  but  this  Is  a 
secondary  and  not  the  primary  sense;  and  although  the  exercise  of 
that  power  may  result  in  bringing  the  operation  of  commerce  into^ 
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play,  it  does  not  control  it,  and  affects  it  only  incidentally  and  in- 
directly.   Commerce  succeeds  to  mannfacture  and  is  not  a  part  of  it 

•  •  •  •  • 

"  It  will  be  perceived  how  far  reaching  the  proposition  is  that  the 
power  of  dealing  with  a  monopoly  directly  may  be  exercised  by  the 
General  Goyemment  whenever  interstate  or  international  commerce 
may  be  ultimately  affected.  The  regulation  of  commerce  applies  to 
the  subjects  of  commerce  and  not  to  matters  of  internal  police.  Con- 
tracts to  buy,  sell  or  exchange  goods  to  be  transported  among  the 
several  States,  the  transportation  and  its  instrumentalities,  and  arti- 
cles bought,  sold  or  exchanged  for  the  purposes  of  such  transit  among 
the  States,  or  put  in  the  way  of  transit,  may  be  regulated,  but  this 
is  because  they  form  part  of  interstate  trade  or  commerce.  The  fact 
that  an  article  is  manufactured  for  export  to  another  State  does  not 
of  itself  make  it  an  article  of  interstate  commerce,  and  the  intent  of 
the  manufacturer  does  not  determine  the  time  when  the  article  or 
product  passes  from  the  control  of  the  State  and  belongs  to  commerce. 

m  ^  ^  •  • 

"There  was  nothing  in  the  proofs  to  indicate  any  intention  to  put 
a  restraint  upon  trade  or  commerce,  and  the  fact,  as  we  [840]  have 
seen,  ttiat  trade  or  commerce  might  be  indirectly  affected,  was  not 
enough  to  entitle  complainants  to  a  decree." 

The  direct  purpose  of  the  combmation  in  the  Knight  case 
was  the  control  of  the  manufacture  of  sugar.  There  was  no 
combination  or  agreement,  in  terms,  regarding  the  future 
disposition  of  the  manufactured  article;  nothing  looking  to 
a  transaction  in  the  nature  of  interstate  commerce.  The 
probable  intention  on  the  part  of  the  manufacturer  of  the 
sugar  to  thereafter  dispose  of  it  by  sending  it  to  some  mar- 
ket in  another  State,  was  held  to  be  immaterial  and  not  to 
alter  the  character  of  the  combination.  The  various  cases 
which  had  been  decided  in  this  court  relating  to  the  subject 
of  interstate  commerce,  and  to  the  difference  between  that 
and  the  manufacture  of  commodities,  and  also  the  police 
power  of  the  States  as  affected  by  the  commerce  clause  of 
the  Constitution,  were  adverted  to,  and  the  case  wes  decided 
upon  the  principle  that  a  combination  simply  to  control 
manufacture  was  not  a  violation  of  the  act  of  Ciongress,  be- 
cause such  a  contract  or  combination  did  not  directly  con- 
trol or  affect  interstate  commerce,  but  that  contracts  for  the 
sale  and  transportation  to  other  States  of  specific  articles 
were  proper  subjects  for  regulation  because  they  did  fonn 
part  of  such  commerce. 

We  think  the  case  now  before  us  involves  contracts  of  the 
nature  last  above  mentioned,  not  incidentally  or  collaterally, 
but  as  a  direct  and  immediate  result  of  the  combination 
engaged  in  by  the  defendants. 
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While  no  particular  contract  regarding  the  furnishing  of 
pipe  and  the  price  for  which  it  should  be  furnished  was  in 
the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  the  combination  at  the 
time  of  its  formation,  yet  it  was  their  intention,  as  it  was  the 
purpose  of  the  combination,  to  directly  and  by  means  of 
such  combination  increase  the  price  for  which  all  contracts 
for  the  delivery  of  pipe  within  the  territory  above  described 
should  be  made,  and  the  latter  result  was  to  be  achieved  by 
abolishing  all  competition  between  the  parties  to  the  combi- 
nation. The  direct  and  immediate  result  of  the  combina- 
tion was  therefore  necessarily  a  restraint  upon  interstate 
commerce  in  respect  of  arti-  [241]  cles  manufactured  by 
any  of  the  parties  to  it  to  be  transported  beyond  the  State 
in  which  they  were  made.  The  defendants  by  reason  of 
this  combination  and  agreement  could  only  send  their  goods 
out  of  the  State  in  which  they  were  manufactured  for  sale 
and  delivery  in  another  State,  upon  the  terms  and  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  such  combination.  As  pertinently 
asked  by  the  court  below,  was  not  this  a  direct  restraint 
upon  interstate  commerce  in  those  goods? 

If  dealers  in  any  commodity  agreed  among  themselves  that 
any  particular  territory  bounded  by  state  lines  should  be  fur- 
nished with  such  commodity  by  certain  members  only  of  the 
combination,  and  the  others  would  abstain  from  business  in 
that  territory,  would  not  such  agreement  be  regarded  as  one 
in  restraint  of  interstate  trade?  If  the  price  of  the  commod- 
ity were  thereby  enhanced,  (as  it  naturally  would  be,)  the 
character  of  the  agreement  would  be  still  more  clearly  one  in 
restraint  of  trade.  Is  there  any  substantial  diflference  where, 
by  agreement  among  themselves,  the  parties  choose  one  of 
their  number  to  make  a  bid  for  the  supply  of  the  pipe  for 
delivery  in  another  State,  and  agree  that  all  the  other  bids 
shall  be  for  a  larger  sum,  thus  practically  restricting  all  but 
the  member  agreed  upon  from  any  attempt  to  supply  the 
demand  for  the  pipe  or  to  enter  into  competition  for  the  busi- 
ness? Does  not  an  agreement  or  combination  of  that  kind 
restrain  interstate  trade,  and  when  Congress  has  acted  by  the 
passage  of  a  statute  like  the  one  under  consideration,  does  not 
such  a  contract  clearly  violate  that  statute? 

As  has  frequently  been  said,  interstate  commerce  consists  of 
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intercourse  and  traffic  between  the  citizens  or  inhabitants  of 
different  States,  and  includes  not  only  the  transportation 
of  persons  and  property  and  the  navigation  of  public  waters 
for  that  purpose,  but  also  the  purchase,  sale  and  exchange  of 
commodities.  Gloucester  Ferry  Co.  v.  Pennsylvama^  114 
U-  S-  196^203;  Kidd  v.  Pearson,  128  U.  S.  1,  20.  If,  there- 
fore, an  agreement  or  c(Hnbination  directly  restrains  not 
aione  the  manufacture,  but  the  purchase,  sale  or  exchange  of 
the  manufactured  commodity  among  the  several  States,  it  is 
brought  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  The  power  to 
regulate  [242]  such  commerce,  that  is,  the  power  to  pre- 
scribe the  rules  by  which  it  shall  be  governed  is  vested  in 
Congress,  and  when  Congress  has  enacted  a  statute  such  as 
the  one  in  question,  any  agreement  or  combination  which  di- 
rectly operates,  not  alone  upon  the  manufacture,  but  upon  die 
sale,  transportation  and  delivery  of  an  article  of  interstate 
commerce,  by  preventing  or  restricting  its  sale,  eta,  thereby 
regulates  interstate  commerce  to  that  extent  and  to  the  same 
extent  trenches  upon  the  power  of  the  national  legislature 
and  violates  the  statute.  We  think  it  plain  that  this  contract 
or  combination  effects  that  result 

The  defendants  allege,  and  it  is  true,  that  their  business  is 
not  like  a  factory  manufacturing  an  article  of  a  certain  kind 
for  which  there  is  at  all  times  a  demand,  and  which  is  manu- 
factured without  any  regard  to  a  particular  sale  or  for  a  par- 
ticular customer.  Jn  this  respect  as  in  many  others  the  busi- 
ness differs  radically  from  the  sugar  refiners.  The  business 
of  defendants  is  carried  on  by  obtaining  particular  contracts 
for  the  sale,  transportation  and  delivery  of  ircm  pipe  of  a 
certain  description,  quality  and  strength,  differing  in  differ- 
ent contracts  as  the  intended  use  may  differ.  These  contracts 
are,  general  I}'  speaking,  obtained  at  a  public  letting,  at  which 
there  are  many  competitors,  and  the  contract  bid  for  includes, 
in  its  terms,  the  sale  of  the  pipe  and  its  delivery  at  the  place 
desired,  the  cost  of  transportation  being  included  in  the  pur- 
chase price  of  the  pipe.  The  contract  is  one  for  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  a  certain  kind  of  pipe,  und  it  is  not  generally 
essential  to  its  performance  that  it  should  be  manufactured 
for  that  particular  contract,  although  sometimes  it  may  be. 

If  the  successful  bidder  had  on  hand  iron  pipe  of  the  kind 
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specified,  or  if  he  could  procure  it  by  purchase,  he  could  in 
most  cases  deliver  such  pipe  in  fulfilment  of  his  contract  just 
the  same  as  if  he  manufactured  the  pipe  subsequently  to  the 
making  of  the  contract  and  for  the  specific  purpose  of  its 
performance.  It  is  the  sale  and  delivery,  of  a  certain  kind 
and  quality  of  pipe,  and  not  the  manufacture,  which  is  the 
material  portion  of  the  contract,  and  a  sale  for  delivery  be- 
yond the  State  makes  the  transaction  a  part  of  interstate 
commerce.  Municipal  corporations  and  gas,  railroad  and 
water  companies  [243]  are  among  the  chief  customers  for 
the  pipe,  and  when  they  desire  the  article  they  give  notice  of 
the  kind  and  quality,  size,  strength  and  purpose  for  which  the 
pipe  is  desired,  and  announce  that  they  will  receive  proposals 
for  furnishing  the  same  at  the  place  indicated  by  them.  Into 
this  contest  (and  irrespective  of  the  reserved  cities)  the  de- 
fendants enter,  not  in  truth  as  competitors,  but  under  an 
agreement  or  combination  among  themselves  which  elimi- 
nates all  competition  between  them  for  the  contract,  and 
permits  one  of  their  number  to  make  his  own  bid  and  requires 
the  others  to  bid  over  him.  In  certain  sections  of  the  coim- 
try  the  defendants  would  have,  by  reason  of  their  situation, 
such  an  advantage  over  all  other  competitors  that  there  would 
practically  be  no  chance  for  any  other  than  one  of  their  num- 
ber to  obtain  the  contract,  unless  the  price  bid  was  so 
exorbitant  as  to  give  others  not  so  favorably  situated  an 
opportunity  to  snatch  it  from  their  hands.  Under  these 
circumstances,  the  agreement  or  combination  of  the  defend- 
ants, entered  into  for  that  purpose  and  to  directly  obtain  that 
desired  result,  would  inevitably  and  necessarily  give  to  the 
defendant,  who  was  agreed  upon  among  themselves  to  make 
the  lowest  bid,  the  contract  desired  and  at  a  higher  price  than 
otherwise  would  have  been  obtained,  and  all  the  other  parties 
to  the  combination  would,  by  virtue  of  its  terms,  be  restricted 
from  an  attempt  to  obtain  the  contract. 

The  combination  thus  had  a  direct,  immediate  and  intended 
relation  to  and  effect  upon  the  subsequ^it  contract  to  sell  and 
deliver  the  pipe.  It  was  to  obtain  that  particular  and  specific 
result  that  the  combination  was  formed,  and  but  for  the 
restricticm  the  resulting  high  prices  for  the  pipe  would  not 
have  been  obtained.    It  is  useless  for  the  defendants  to  say 
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they  did  not  intend  to  regulate  or  affect  interstate  commerce. 
They  intended  to  make  the  very  combination  and  agreement 
which  they  in  fact  did  make,  and  they  must  be  held  to  have 
intended  (if  in  such  case  intention  is  of  the  least  importance) 
the  necessary  and  direct  result  of  their  agreement 

The  cases  of  Hopkins  v.  United  States^  171  U.  S.  578,  and 
Anderson  v.  United  States^  171  U.  S.  601,  are  not  relevant. 
In  the  Hopkins  case  it  was  held  that  the  business  of  the  mem- 
[244]  bers  of  the  Kansas  City  live  Stock  Exchange  was  not 
interstate  commerce,  and  hence  the  act  of  Congress  did  not 
affect  them;  while  in  the  Anderson  case  it  was  held  that 
whether  the  members  of  the  Traders'  live  Stock  Exchange 
were  or  were  not  engaged  in  the  business  of  interstate  com- 
merce, was  immaterial,  as  the  agreement  proved  was  not  in 
restraint  of  trade,  and  did  not  regulate  such  commerce.  It 
was  said  that  when  it  is  seen  that  the  agreement  entered  into 
does  not  directly  relate  to  and  act  upon  and  embrace  inter- 
state commerce,  and  that  it  was  executed  for  another  and 
entirely  different  purpose,  and  that  it  was  calculated  to  attain 
it,  the  agreement  would  be  upheld,  if  its  effect  upon  that  ocHn- 
merce  were  only  indirect  and  incidental.  The  agreement 
involved  in  that  case  was  held  to  be  of  such  a  character.  The 
case  we  have  here  is  of  an  entirely  different  nature,  and  is  not 
covered  or  affected  by  the  decisions  cited. 

It  is  also  urged  that  as  but  one  contract  would  be  awarded 
for  the  work  proposed  at  any  place,  and  therefore  only  one 
person  would  secure  it  by  virtue  of  being  the  lowest  bidder^ 
the  selection  by  defendants  of  one  of  their  number  to  make 
the  lowest  bid  as  among  themselves  could  not  operate  as  any 
restraint  of  trade;  that  the  combination  or  agreement  oper- 
ated only  to  make  a  selection  of  tiiat  one  who  should  have  the 
contract  by  being  the  lowest  bidder,  and  it  did  not  in  the  most 
remote  degree  itself  limit  the  number  or  extent  of  contracts, 
and  therefore  could  not  (^>erate  to  restrain  interstate  trade. 
This  takes  no  heed  of  the  purpose  and  effect  of  the  combina- 
tion to  restrain  the  acticm  of  the  parties  to  it  so  that  there 
shall  be  no  competition  among  them  to  obtain  the  contract  for 
themselves. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  where  the  direct  and  immediate 
effect  of  a  ccmtract  or  combination  among  particular  dealers 
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in  a  ccxnmodity  is  to  destroy  competition  between  them  and 
others,  so  that  the  parties  to  the  contract  or  combination  may 
obtain  increased  prices  for  themselves,  such  ccmtract  or  com- 
bination amounts  to  a  restraint  of  trade  in  the  commodity, 
even  though  contracts  to  buy  such  commodity  at  the  enhanced 
price  are  continually  being  made.  Total  suppression  of  the 
[846)  trade  in  the  commodity  is  not  necessary  in  order  to  ren- 
der the  combination  one  in  restraint  of  trade.  It  is  the  effect 
of  the  combination  in  limiting  and  restricting  the  right  of 
each  of  the  m^nbers  to  transact  business  in  the  ordinary  way, 
as  well  as  its  effect  upon  the  volume  or  extent  of  the  dealing 
in  the  cranmodity,  that  is  regarded.  All  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances are,  however,  to  be  considered  in  order  to  determine 
the  fundamental  question — ^whether  the  necessary  effect  of  the 
combination  is  to  restrain  interstate  commerce. 

If  iron  pipe  cost  <me  hundred  dollars  a  ton  instead  of  the 
prices  which  the  record  shows  were  paid  for  it,  no  one,  we 
think,  would  contend  that  the  trade  in  it  would  amount  to  as 
much  as  if  the  lower  prices  prevailed.  The  higher  price 
would  operate  as  a  direct  restraint  upon  the  trade,  and  there- 
fore any  contract  or  combination  which  enhanced  the  price 
might  in  some  degree  restrain  the  trade  in  the  article.  It  is 
not  material  that  the  combination  did  not  prevent  the  letting 
of  any  particular  contract.  Such  was  not  its  purpose.  On 
the  contrary,  the  more  contracts  to  be  let  the  better  for  the 
combination.  It  was  formed  not  for  the  object  of  preventing 
the  letting  of  contracts,  but  to  restrain  the  parties  to  it  from 
competing  for  contracts,  and  thereby  to  enhance  the  prices  to 
be  obtained  for  the  pipe  dealt  in  by  those  parties.  And  when 
by  reason  of  the  combination  a  particular  contract  may  have 
been  obtained  for  one  of  the  parties  thereto,  but  at  a  hi^er 
price  than  would  otherwise  have  been  paid,  the  charge  that 
the  combination  was  one  in  restraint  of  trade  is  not  answered 
by  the  statement  that  the  particular  contract  was  in  truth 
obtained  and  not  prevented.  The  parties  to  such  a  combina- 
tion might  realize  more  profit  by  the  higher  prices  they  would 
secure  than  they  could  earn  by  doing  more  work  at  a  much 
less  price.  The  question  is  as  to  the  effect  of  such  combina- 
tion upon  the  trade  in  the  article,  and  if  that  effect  be  to 
10B70*»— 8.  Doc.  Ill,  62-1,  vol 
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destroy  c<»npetition  and  thus  adyanoe  the  prioe,  the  oombina- 
tion  is  one  in  restraint  of  trade. 

Decisions  regarding  the  validity  of  taxation  by  or  under 
state  authority,  involving  sometimes  the  question  of  the  point 
of  time  that  an  article  intended  for  transportation  beyond  the 
[S46]  State  ceases  to  be  governed  exclusively  by  the  domestic 
law  and  begins  to  be  governed  and  protected  by  the  national 
law  of  commercial  regulation,  are  not  of  very  dose  applicar 
tion  here.  The  commodity  may  not  have  commenced  its 
journey  and  so  may  still  be  completely  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  State  for  purposes  of  state  taxation,  and  yet  at  that 
same  time  the  commodity  may  have  been  sold  for  delivery  in 
another  State.  Any  combination  among  dealers  in  that  kind 
of  commodity,  whidi  in  its  direct  and  immediate  effect,  fore- 
closes all  competition  and  enhances  the  purchase  price  for 
which  such  commodity  would  otherwise  be  delivered  at  its 
destination  in  another  State,  would  in  our  opinion  be  one  in 
restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  States,  even  though 
the  article  to  be  transported  and  delivered  in  another  State 
were  still  taxable  at  its  place  of  manufacture. 

It  is  said  that  a  particular  business  must  be  distinguished 
from  its  mere  subjects,  and  from  the  instruments  by  which 
the  business  is  carried  on ;  that  in  most  cases  of  a  large  manu- 
facturing company  it  could  only  be  carried  on  by  shipping 
products  from  one  State  to  another,  and  that  the  business  of 
such  an  establishment  would  be  related  to  interstate  com- 
merce only  incidentally  and  indirectiy.  This  proposition  we 
are  not  called  upon  to  deny.  It  is  not,  however,  relevant 
Where  the  contract  is  for  tlie  sale  of  the  article  and  for  its 
delivery  in  another  State,  the  transaction  is  one  of  interstate 
conmierce,  although  the  vendor  may  have  also  agreed  to 
manufacture  it  in  order  to  fulfil  his  contract  of  sale.  In  such 
case  a  combination  of  this  character  would  be  properly  called 
a  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  and  not 
one  relating  only  to  manufacture. 

It  is  almost  needless  to  add  that  we  do  not  hold  that  every 
private  enterprise  which  may  be  carried  on  chiefly  or  in  part 
by  means  of  interstate  shipments  is  therefore  to  be  regarded 
as  so  related  to  interstate  conmieroe  as  to  come  within  the 
regulating  power  of  Congress.    Such  enterprises  may  be  of 
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the  same  nature  as  the  manufacturing  of  refined  sugar  in  the 
Knight  case — ^that  is,  the  parties  may  be  engaged  as  manu- 
facturers of  a  commodity  which  they  thereafter  intend  at 
[247]  some  time  to  sell,  and  possibly  to  sell  in  another  State; 
but  such  sale  we  have  already  held  is  an  incident  to  and  not 
the  direct  result  of  the  manufacture,  and  so  is  not  a  regula- 
tion of  or  an  illegal  interference  with  interstate  commerce. 
That  principle  is  not  affected  by  anything  herein  decided. 

The  views  above  expressed  lead  generally  to  an  affirmance 
of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals.  In  one  aspect, 
however,  that  judgment  is  too  broad  in  its  terms — ^the  in- 
jimction  is  too  absolute  in  its  directions — ^as  it  may  be  con- 
strued as  applying  equally  to  commerce  wholly  within  a 
State  as  well  as  to  that  which  is  interstate  or  intemational 
only. .  This  was  probably  an  inadvertence  merely.  Although 
the  jurisdiction  of  Congress  over  commerce  among  the  States 
is  fuU  and  complete,  it  is  not  questioned  that  it  has  none  over 
that  which  is  wholly  within  a  State,  and  therefore  none  over 
combinations  or  agreements  so  far  as  they  relate  to  a  restraint 
of  such  trade  or  commerce.  It  does  not  acquire  any  jurisdic- 
tion over  that  part  of  a  combination  or  agreement  which 
relates  to  commerce  wholly  within  a  State,  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  the  combination  also  covers  and  regulates  commerce 
which  is  interstate.  The  latter  it  can  regulate,  while  the  for- 
mer is  subject  alone  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State.  The 
combination  herein  described  covers  both  commerce  which  is 
wholly  within  a  State  and  also  that  which  is  interstate. 

In  regard  to  such  of  these  defendants  as  might  reside  and 
carry  on  business  in  the  same  State  where  the  pipe  provided 
for  in  any  particular  contract  was  to  be  delivered,  the  sale, 
transportation  and  delivery  of  the  pipe  by  them  under  that 
contract  would  be  a  transaction  wholly  within  the  State,  and 
the  statute  would  not  be  applicable  to  them  in  that  case. 
They  might  make  any  combination  they  chose  with  reference 
to  the  proposed  contract,  although  it  should  happen  that  some 
non-resident  of  the  State  eventually  obtained  it. 

The  fact  that  the  proposal  called  for  the  delivery  of  pipe 
in  the  same  State  where  some  of  the  defendants  resided  and 
carried  on  their  business  would  be  sufficient,  so  far  as  the  act 
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of  Congress  is  concerned,  to  permit  those  defendants  to  c«n- 
bine  as  they  might  choose,  in  regard  to  the  proposed  contract 
[248]  for  the  delivery  of  the  pipe,  and  that  right  would  not 
be  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  contract  might  be  subse- 
quently awarded  to  some  one  outside  the  State  as  the  lowest 
bidder.  In  brief,  their  right  to  combine  in  regard  to  a  pro- 
posal for  pipe  deliverable  in  their  own  State  could  not  be 
reached  by  the  Federal  power  derived  from  the  commerce 
clause  in  the  Constitution. 

To  the  extent  that  the  present  decree  includes  in  its  scope 
the  enjoining  of  defendants  thus  situated  from  c(mibinhig  in 
regard  to  contracts  for  selling  pipe  in  their  own  State,  it  is 
modified,  and  limited  to  that  portion  of  the  combination  or 
agreement  which  is  interstate  in  its  character.  As  thus  modi- 
fied, the  decree  is 

Aiftrtned. 


V  n  :j 
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